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SAUGUS  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES  FLOOD  DAMAGE  REDUCTION  STUDY 

Lynn,  Malden,  Revere  and  Saugus,  Massachusetfs/Sununary  of  Study  Reports: 

Main  Report  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report  (EIS/EIR):  Summarizes  the 
coastal  flooding  problems  in  the  study  area  and  alternative  solutions;  describes  the  se¬ 
lected  plan  and  implementation  responsibilities  of  the  selected  plan;  and  identifies  envi¬ 
ronmental  resources  in  the  study  area  and  potential  impacts  of  alternative  solutions,  as 
required  by  the  Federal  (NEPA)  and  state  (MEPA)  environmental  processes. 

Plan  Formulation  (Appendix  A):  Provides  detailed  information  on  the  coastal  flooding 
problem  and  the  alternatives  investigated;  includes:  sensitivity  analyses  on  floodgate  se¬ 
lection  (including  location  and  size  of  gates  and  sea  level  rise);  optimization  of  plans; 
comparison  of  alternative  measures  to  reduce  impacts;  and  public  concerns. 

Hydrology  and  Hydraulics  (Appendix  B):  Includes  descriptions  of:  the  tidal  hydrology 
and  hydrology  of  interior  runoff  in  the  study  area,  and  of  wave  runup  and  seawall  over¬ 
topping,  interior  flood  stage  frequencies,  tide  levels,  flushing,  currents,  and  sea  level  rise 
effects  without  and  with  the  selected  project  for  various  gated  openings. 

Water  Quality  (Appendix  C):  Includes  descriptions  of  existing  water  quality  conditions 
in  the  estuary  and  explores  potential  changes  associated  with  the  selected  plan. 

Design  and  Costs  (Appendix  D):  Includes  detailed  descriptions,  plans  and  profiles  and 
design  considerations  of  the  selected  plan;  coastal  analysis  of  the  shorefront;  detailed 
project  costs;  scope  and  costs  of  engineering  and  design;  scope  and  costs  of  operation 
and  maintenance;  and  design  and  construction  schedules. 

Geotechnical  (Appendix  E):  Describes  geotechnical  and  foundation  conditions  in  the 
study  area  and  the  design  of  earth  embankment  structures  in  the  selected  plan. 

Real  Estate  (Appendix  F):  Describes  lands  and  damages,  temporary  and  permanent 
easements  and  costs  of  the  selected  plan,  including  the  five  floodgate  alignments  studied. 

Economics  (Appendix  G):  Describes  recurring  and  average  annual  damages  and  bene¬ 
fits  in  study  area  floodzones;  economic  analysis  and  optimization  of  alternative  plans. 

Socioeconomic  (Appendix  H):  Describes  the  socioeconomic  conditions  in  the  study  area 
and  the  affects  of  the  selected  plan  on  development  in  the  floodplain  and  estuary. 

Planning  Correspondence  (Appendix  I):  Includes  all  letters  between  community  offi¬ 
cials,  agencies,  organizations  and  the  public  and  the  Corps  prior  to  agency  and  public  re¬ 
view  of  the  draft  report. 

Feasibility  Study  and  EIS/EIR  Comments  and  Responses  (Appendix  J):  Includes  all 
project  revisions  and  comments  and  Corps  responses  to  letters  received  during  agency 
and  public  review.  (In  3  parts:  Sections  A,  B  and  C.) 

Environmental  (Appendix  K):  Includes  basic  data  from  investigations  of  environmental 
resources  in  the  study  area  and  presents  the  Mitigation  Incremental  Analysis. 
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APPENDIX  J 


CORPS  RESPONSES  TO  LETTERS 
RECEIVED  FOLLOWING  FINAL  REPORT  REVIEW 


Letter  Response 

A1  -  No  response  required. 


A2 


A2 

A2 


A2 

A2 

A2 

A2 

A3 


A3 


1  .A.  The  project  is  consistent  with  Federal  policy  and  represents  a  wise  in¬ 
vestment  of  Federal  funds.  The  Government's  efforts,  however,  will  be 
limited  on  this  project  until  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  noti¬ 
fies  the  Corps  of  Engineers  that  his  staff  will  continue  to  work  closeiy 
with  the  Corps  during  design,  and  with  this  coordination,  the  project  is 
expected  to  be  found  consistent  with  the  Coastal  Zone  Management 
Program,  and  eligible  for  receipt  of  a  Water  Quality  Certificate. 

1 .  We  concur  and  feel  Chapter  8  of  the  EIS/EIR  covers  this  topic. 

2.  We  concur,  however  if  greater  than  a  1 :1  mitigation  ratio  is  required  by 
state  agencies,  it  would  be  considered  environmental  enhancement  by 
Federal  standards.  The  enhancement  costs  greater  than  the  1 :1  mitiga¬ 
tion  ratio  may  require  a  higher  non-Federal  cost  sharing. 

3.  A  comprehensive  management  document  will  be  developed  for  the  pro¬ 
ject  and  all  acquired  lands. 

4.  The  division  of  responsibility  for  project  features  will  be  developed  dur¬ 
ing  design  prior  to  executing  the  Local  Cooperation  Agreement. 

5.  The  acquisition  of  the  estuary  storage  area  is  a  project  feature. 

6.  The  MDC  is  responsible  for  the  preparation  of  the  draft  Section  61  Findings. 

1 .  The  Corps  believes  the  project  is  consistent  with  the  Coastal  Zone  Man¬ 
agement  Program  and  eligible  for  Water  Quality  Certification.  The  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Massachusetts  has  been  asked  for  their  concurrence  / 
nonconcurrence  with  this  view. 

2.  We  exspect  the  sponsors  would  request  an  investigation  to  modify  the 
project  in  advance  of  a  one  foot  rise  being  reached.  The  40  closures  per 
year  would  still  not  exceed  a  1  percent  duration  of  closure.  Sea  level 
rise  interaction  as  discussed  in  FEIS  Chapter  8,  will  be  evaluated  in  ihe 
future  (e.  g.  years  20-40)  and  the  likely  adoption  of  berm  construction 
along  upland  reaches  of  the  river  banks  will  avoid  wetland  impacts 
where  practicable.  Sea  level  rise  and  project  modifications  are  planned 
to  be  addressed  in  the  ROD. 
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CORPS  RESPONSES  TO  LETTERS 
RECEIVED  FOLLOWING  FINAL  REPORT  REVIEW 

(CONTINUED) 


LeHei  Response 

tiSL 

A3  3.  A  clamflat  restoration  study  is  underway  for  the  Jonesport,  Maine  disposal 
site.  This  will  be  a  scientific  quantification  of  benthic  recolonization  at  this 
Corps  project.  The  results  will  bs  available  to  EPA.  The  Corps'  incremental 
analysis  of  mitigation  (EC  1105-2-1 85)  was  included  in  Appendix  K.  NED 
welcomes  EPA's  offer  of  assistance. 

A3  4.  The  Corps  encourages  the  investigation  of  all  of  the  referenced  environ¬ 

mental  enhancements.  The  replacement  of  all  flapgates  with  self-regulating 
tide  gates  and  the  total  removal  or  breaching  of  the  1-95  fill  are  not  project 
features.  The  project  does  not  exclude  the  opportunity  of  others  to  replace 
existing  flapgates  with  self  regulating  gates,  or  to  investigate  alternatives  to 
flood  reduction  provided  by  the  1-95  fill.  They  can  be  re-considered  in  opti¬ 
mizing  project  mitigation,  or  as  separate  enhancement  opportunities  under 
new  Corps  guidelines. 

A4  --  No  response  required. 

A5  --  No  response  required. 

A6  1 .  The  navigation  gate  and  ten  flushing  gates  recommended  would  provide  the 

minimum  opening  at  mid  tide  (peak  flow)  to  achieve  fish  passage  and  safe 
navigation,  and  no  significant  change  in  estuary  tide  levels  and  flushing. 

This  statement  is  based  on  an  analysis  of  using  the  highest  local  gate  flo  i 
velocities  likely  to  occur.  As  stated  on  page  63  of  the  Main  Report,  "If  local 
velocities  are  found  to  be  less  than  the  maximum  used,  up  to  two  gates 
might  be  eliminated  at  a  savings  of  $6  million  and  the  intertidal  area 
dredged  may  be  reduced.  If  two  gates  were  eliminated  there  would  be  no 
measurable  change  to  tide  levels  in  the  estuary.  There  would  also  be  no 
significant  change  to  flushing  volumes."  The  average  flow  area  needed  to 
meet  navigation  and  environmental  criteria  was  increased  to  reduce  the 
maximum  local  currents  likely  experienced  through  the  gates  and  provide 
safe  currents  for  navigation.  Any  proposed  changes  in  the  gates  would  be 
closely  coordinated  with  resource  agencies  and  the  public  to  assure  the  cri¬ 
teria  is  met. 

A6  2.  Assuming  "minor"  in  your  statement  that  "project-induced  changes  in  estuary 

dynamics  may  range  from  minor  to  highly  significant"  refers  to  a  one  foot  rise  in 
sea  level,  then  impacts  would  remain  minor.  The  report  recognizes  that  the 
recommended  plan's  gate  closures  should  probably  not  exceed  the  one  foot 
rise  level  (of  35  to  45  closures  per  year)  before  the  project  is  modified  back  to 
2  to  3  closures  per  year.  The  adverse  impacts  you  note  are  indicative  of  the 
closures  required  if  modifications  do  not  occur  for  a  2  foot  plus  rise  in  tides. 


CORPS  RESPONSES  TO  LETTERS 
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The  impacts  of  constructing  dikes  and  walls  around  the  periphery  cf  the  es¬ 
tuary  would  be  coordinated  in  a  feasibility  study  and  are  expected  to  be  mi¬ 
nor,  due  to  the  need  to  avoid  damage  to  the  estuary  and  the  need  to  retain 
the  storage  in  the  estuary.  As  stated  on  page  94  of  the  Main  Report:  "The 
cost  reflects  rasing  low  areas  along  the  riverbank  with  walls  or  dikes  gn  up¬ 
land.  just  as  would  have  occurred  without  the  project  to  keep  pace  with  sea 
level  rise."  As  footnoted  on  the  page:  "Approximately  40%  of  the  first  cost 
is  for  permanent  easements."  This  high  real  estate  cost  is  for  upland 
placement  of  dikes  and  walls. 


A6 


A6 


A7 


A7 


3.  The  project  would  not  restrict  future  options  for  responding  to  flooding  from 
sea  level  rise.  For  example,  by  the  time  the  accelerated  rate  of  sea  level 
rise  is  known  in  25  to  30  years,  and  under  the  worst  Case  3,  a  one  foot 
rise  occurs  in  35  years,  the  project  would  have  paid  for  itself  and  new  poli¬ 
cy  decisions  could  be  implemented.  The  project  would  allow  sufficient  time 
for  an  orderly  and  safe  evacuation  of  the  flood  plain. 

The  3270  acres  of  SPN  flood  plain  in  Revere,  Lynn  and  Saugus  are  highly 
developed  at  this  time  except  for  the  1650  acres  (50%  of  flood  plain)  of  es¬ 
tuary  storage  area  to  be  acquired.  Only  4  percent  of  the  1 00  year  and  7 
percent  of  the  SPN  flood  plains  are  vacant  and  developable  upland.  Due 
to  the  intense  development  in  place  and  the  regional  significance  of  the 
project  area,  public  pressure  currently  exists  and  the  additional  4  to  7  per¬ 
cent  of  area  to  be  developed  with  or  without  the  project  would  not  create 
additional  significant  public  pressures. 

4.  The  non-structural  solutions  would  have  significant  long  term  impacts  to  the 
continued  vulnerability  for  loss  of  life,  health  and  property  to  the  region. 

The  continued  illegal  filling  and  loss  of  the  estuary  resources  would  likely 
continue  without  implementation  of  the  project. 

1 .  The  potential  for  the  project  to  cause  major  adverse  environmental  impacts 
with  sea  level  rise  occurs  with  a  rise  of  two  or  more  feet,  and  only  if  the  pro¬ 
ject  is  not  modified  to  reduce  the  number  of  closures  each  year.  Since 
negligible  impacts  occur  up  to  a  one  foot  rise,  the  report  recognizes  the 
need  to  reasses  the  project  as  sea  level  rise  approaches  one  foot  and  for¬ 
mulate  appropriate  modifications  to  assure  no  significant  adverse  impact 
on  the  estuary  and  reduce  project  operating  costs. 

2.  The  feasibility  of  the  Federal  investment  is  largely  based  on  damages  to 
about  3000  buildings  including  single  family  homes,  duplexes  and  non- 
residential  buildings.  The  dozen  or  so  high  rise  buildings  constructed 
since  about  1978  provide  very  little  in  project  benefits,  and  their  first 


3 


CORPS  RESPONSES  TO  LETTERS 
RECEIVED  FOLLOWING  FINAL  REPORT  REVIEW 

(CONTINUED) 


LfiM  fifiSBQDSa 

floor  are  above  the  100  year  flood  level.  The  benefits  are  based  largely 
on  historical  flood  levels  and  estimated  damages. 

We  agree  the  solutions  should  be  based  on  long  term  planning  compati¬ 
ble  with  the  natural  ecosystem,  sound  land  use  and  public  safety.  The 
project  was  formulated  based  on  a  100  year  life  and  an  historical  rate  of 
sea  level  rise  of  one  foot.  The  plan  was  formulated  recognizing  land  use 
plans  of  others,  existing  regulations  and  through  the  direct  coordination 
of  four  citizen  committees  and  a  technical  group.  The  plan  was  exten¬ 
sively  coordinated  and  formulated  to  assure  compatibility  with  the  natu¬ 
ral  ecosystem.  This  included  the  design  and  operation  of  the  gates,  the 
acquisition  in  fee  of  the  estuary  storage  area  and  provisions  for  its  long 
term  management  and  preservation.  Also  important  is  to  formulate  a 
plan  with  a  high  degree  of  public  safety,  which  the  recommended  Re¬ 
gional  Plan  provides  the  highest  possible  degree.  In  contrast  the  non- 
structural  plan  (Option  2)  can  not  assure  public  safety  and  provides  very 
little  protection.  The  local  protection  plan  (Option  1)  provided  in  part  a 
lower  level  of  protection  or  no  protection  to  some  areas,  compared  to 
the  Regional  Plan  (Option  3). 

A7  3  Federal  guidelines  required  evaluation  of  structural  and  non-structural 
solutions.  The  non-structural  solution  did  not  meet  the  planning  objec¬ 
tive,  nor  the  Federal  criteria  for  plan  selection  due  to  its  low  net  econom¬ 
ic  benefits,  low  level  of  protection,  unacceptability  by  the  public,  and  ina¬ 
bility  to  provide  for  public  safety. 

Revere  was  provided  with  the  possibility  that  during  design  further  anal¬ 
ysis  may  show  that  all  or  part  of  the  revetments  may  be  replaced  by  a 
dune/beach  system.  Their  preference  is  to  eliminate  the  revetment  if 
possible.  Revere  also  supported  other  structural  features;  the  flood¬ 
gates,  walls  and  dikes. 

There  is  very  little  undeveloped  land  surrounding  the  estuary  once  the 
project  purchases  the  estuary  storage  area.  The  storage  area  is  nearly 
90  percent  of  the  entire  undeveloped  floodplain  in  the  three  towns  bor¬ 
dering  the  estuary.  The  estuary  itself  is  nearly  all  bordered  by  devel¬ 
oped  properties  or  roads  with  very  little  undeveloped  land  available  for  a 
buffer  zone.  Project  acquisition  and  management  with  an  environmen¬ 
tal  enforcement  manager  will  significantly  protect  the  estuary  area,  com¬ 
pared  to  without  the  project.  Ali  four  communities  currently  participate  in 
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the  FEMA  National  Flood  Insurance  Program. 


A7 

A7 


A7 


A7 


4.  The  Trans  Continental  property  is  being  planned  for  development  with 
or  without  the  Regional  Plan.  See  also  responses  A6(3)  and  B2(2). 

5.  New  England  Division  (NED)  will  obtain  a  Massachusetts 

Coastal  Zone  Management  Consistency  Concurrence  and  a  State  Wa¬ 
ter  Quality  Certification  prior  to  implementing  the  project.  The  response 
to  concerns  for  induced  development  have  been  covered  above.  A  thor¬ 
ough  compliance  review  is  included  in  the  FEIS,  as  well  as  a  404  (b)1 
Evaluation.  The  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  project  is  part  of  the 
required  local  assurances.  The  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Af¬ 
fairs  specifically  exempted  this  project  from  ACEC  standards.  NED 
does  not  forsee  this  project  as  a  precedent  for  others. 

6.  The  floodgate  is  designed  for  no  significant  change  to  existing  flows  in 
the  river,  and  currently  provides  500  square  feet  more  cross  sectional 
flow  area  at  mean  sea  level  than  the  existing  natural  constriction  up¬ 
stream  of  the  project.  Fisheries  impacts  were  fully  disclosed  and  ana¬ 
lyzed  in  the  FEIS. 

7.  The  recreational  aspects  of  this  project  are  fully  documented  in  concert 
with  the  MDC  Master  Plan  for  the  area.  Opportunities  for  Fish  and  Wild¬ 
life  Enhancement  (both  WRDA  1976  and  1986  applications)  will  be  in¬ 
vestigated  in  the  Preconstruction,  Engineering  and  Design  stage  of  this 
project. 


A7  8.  These  impacts  and  potential  impacts  were  fully  disclosed  and  evaluated 
in  the  D/FEIS  (Chapter  8).  The  project  is  expected  to  be  reevaluated  in 
the  decades  before  sea  level  rise  reaches  a  one  foot  rise.  The  project 
has  been  found  to  be  feasible  even  if  the  U.S.  National  Research  Coun¬ 
cil  (NRC)  worst-case  scenario  is  realized  and  the  project  was  aban¬ 
doned  in  35  years  or  modified. 

A7  9.  It  is  highly  likely  that  it  will  rise  the  historical  rate  of  one  foot  over  the 
100  year  project  life,  and  possibly  higher.  Whether  sea  level  rise  is  go¬ 
ing  to  accelerate  and  how  much,  will  not  be  known  for  another  25  years, 
or  so.  There  is  a  significant  difference  in  the  dikes  and  walls  to  be  built 
under  Option  1  -  Local  Protection  Plans,  as  compared  to,  Option  3's  po¬ 
tential  modifications  around  the  estuary  for  sea  level  rise  exceeding  one 
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foot.  Option  1  would  require  wails  and  dikes  built  today  along  almost  9 
miles  of  shorefront  at  heights  reaching  4  to  12  feet.  With  the  Regional 
Plan  no  walls  or  dikes  around  the  estuary  may  need  to  be  built  for  100 
years.  If  sea  level  rise  exceeds  one  foot  before  then,  the  structure's 
heights  would  be  about  1-2  feet,  along  only  a  mile  or  two.  This  would 
accomplish  reducing  the  number  of  floodgate  operations  by  raising  low 
reaches  along  the  shorefront  to  keep  pace  with  sea  level  rise.  There 
are  significant  differences  between  the  social,  economic  and  environ¬ 
mental  impacts  associated  with  Option  1 ,  as  described  in  the  report 
when  compared  to  the  Regional  Plan  Option  3. 

The  Regional  Project  has  been  formulated  and  will  be  designed  for  a 
one  foot  rise  in  sea  level,  and  so  that  modifications  can  be  made  for  the 
worst  Case  3.  Zoning  for  a  set  back  from  the  shorefront  is  currently  be¬ 
ing  proposed  in  draft  CZM  regulations.  Even  without  these  regulations, 
there  is  sufficient  set  back  around  the  estuary  to  construct  these  low  lev¬ 
el  walls  and  dikes  on  uplands,  with  the  exception  of  one  older  building. 
There  is  every  reason  to  believe  the  potential  project  modifications  for 
low  walls  and  dikes  on  uplands  will  be  possible  in  the  future. 

A7  1 0.  The  cumulative  impacts  were  fully  disclosed  and  evaluated  in  the 

D/FEIS. 

A7  11.  The  mitigation  site  was  selected  in  an  area  of  disturbed  upland  fill  that 

was  adjacent  to  similar  productive  habitat.  The  success  criteria  will  be 
physical  acreage  and  benthic  productivity.  The  Division  has  inhouse  ex¬ 
pertise  to  accomplish  this  effort.  The  monitoring  program  is  the  survey 
described  in  the  FEIS.  Success  criterion  will  be  based  on  comparative 
productivity  to  adjacent  habitats.  The  transplant  densities  have  been 
overestimated  to  accomodate  mortalities.  Additional  sampling  during 
the  initial  benthic  recruitment  processes  may  be  more  damaging  than 
the  limited  scientific  data  they  would  yield  is  worth. 


As  stated  in  the  D/FEIR  and  in  concert  with  the  plans  and  cross-  sec¬ 
tions  provided,  the  hydrologic  details  are  incorporated  into  the  habitat 
design.  The  replacement  ratio  is  described  in  the  report  as  providing 
the  actual  acre/value  compensation  as  well  as  compensation  for  the 
productivity  lag  amortized  over  the  expected  project  life. 
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A7  1 2.  The  complete  removal  of  the  1*95  fill  is  not  part  of  this  project's  required 
mitigation.  The  MDC  currently  intends  to  use  the  embankment  as  a  lin¬ 
ear  park  but  would  entertain  partial  use  for  ecological  enhancement.  It 
is  unknown  whether  breaching  the  fill  will  provide  significant  additional 
flushing  ,  or  by  how  much.  Route  107  may  be  the  significant  constric¬ 
tion. 

A7  1 3.  Extensive  design  studies  will  be  accomplished  to  assure  optimum  and 

efficient  design  of  the  flow  through  the  floodgates  to  achieve  safe  pas¬ 
sage  for  navigation  and  no  significant  impact  on  estuary  water  levels 
and  flushing.  This  is  evident  from  the  proposed  model  studies  and  other 
efforts  described  in  the  Design  Appendix  D.  During  the  completed  plan¬ 
ning  effort  and  in  the  absence  of  these  model  studies,  worse  case  con¬ 
ditions  were  largely  assumed  to  assure  the  project  gated  flow  area  (and 
associated  cost)  was  not  underestimated,  as  described  in  the  Plan  For¬ 
mulation  Appendix  A. 

A7  1 4.  There  is  no  known  significant  impact  on  the  MDC  state  fishing  pier  as  a 

result  of  the  project.  The  project,  however,  would  provide  better  access 
and  parking  to  the  pier.  Also  as  recognized  in  the  report,  the  affect  of 
the  flow  around  the  piers  will  be  further  evaluated,  and  the  MDC  may 
request  a  recreation  hazard  analysis  during  design  to  evaluate  the  use 
of  the  floodgates'  walls  for  public  fishing. 

For  this  type  of  project,  Hurricane  and  Storm  Damage  Reduction,  there 
is  no  cost  sharing  for  separable  recreation  features,  the  cost  is  100  per¬ 
cent  non-Federal.  The  project  provides  for  Federal  cost  sharing  of  fea¬ 
ture  which  are  joint  flood  protection  and  recreation  such  as  the  park 
dike.The  project  provides  a  high  level  of  coastal  flood  protection  to  near¬ 
ly  400  commercial  and  recreational  vessels  moored  and  for  the  most 
part  stored  in  the  project  area.  Through  protection  of  the  estuary  stor¬ 
age  area,  vital  natural  resources  needed  for  fisheries  are  protected. 

A7  1 5.  The  project  includes  fee  acquisition  of  the  estuary  storage  area. 

A7  1 6.  HEP  (not  effective  for  coastal  resources)  would  not  provide  any  addi¬ 

tional  benefit  to  the  mitigation  analysis.  The  referenced  calculation  de¬ 
termined  acreage  created  in  addition  to  the  direct  loss.  NED  recognizes 
there  are  numerous  opportunities  for  environmental  restorations  in  the 
project  area.  The  project  was  designed  ,  however,  in  accordance  with 
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Federal  and  state  policies  of  in-kind  mitigation. 

The  National  Economic  Development  and  Ecological  Quality  resources 
impacted  were  quantified  and  mitigation  provided. 

A7  !7  Since  no  new  (undisclosed)  impacts  or  project  alternatives  have  sur¬ 

faced  in  the  D/FE1S  reviews,  it  would  be  inappropriate  to  provide  addi¬ 
tional  NEPA  documentation.  NED  fully  intends  to  evaluate  environmen¬ 
tal  enhancement  opportunities  to  the  project  area  in  the  Pre¬ 
construction  ,  Engineering  and  Design  phase. 

B1  --  See  response  to  A2. 

B2  1 .  Coordination  with  Citizen  Steering  Committees  and  the  Technical  Group 

will  continue, 

B2  2.  There  are  3270  acres  of  flood  plain  land  in  the  three  communities  bor¬ 

dering  the  estuary  of  which  about  1650  acres  (50%)  would  be  acquired 
by  the  project.  In  the  100  year  and  SPN  flood  plains  there  are  123  acres 
(4%)  and  237  acres  (7%),  respectively,  of  vacant  developable  land. 

Much  of  the  vacant  land  is  scheduled  and  /  or  under  development.  Ex¬ 
cept  for  the  estuary  land  being  acquired  by  the  project,  the  study  area  is 
intensively  developed  with  a  low  percentage  (less  than  3  to  6  percent)  of 
the  flood  plain  vacant  and  developable.  As  indicative  of  the  intense  and 
ongoing  development  in  the  flood  plain,  the  attractiveness  of  the  area, 
proximity  to  Boston,  recreation  opportunities  and  interest  rates  are  over¬ 
riding  factors  in  development  decisions.  The  vulnerability  of  the  study 
area  to  coastal  flooding  is  already  severe. 

The  project  would  be  designed  safe  so  as  not  to  fail  with  sea  level  rise, 
as  all  features  would  have  a  high  factor  of  safety  built  into  the  design.  A 
high  degree  of  confidence  in  operation  and  maintenance  is  required  by 
the  sponsors  and  the  Federal  Government.  Provisions  in  the  Local 
Cooperation  Agreement  would  assure  this  confidence.  An  upfront  O  & 

M  escrow  account  to  fund  0  &  M  has  been  requested  of  project  spon¬ 
sors. 

B2  3.  Acquisition  in  fee  of  the  estuary  storage  area  along  with  management 
plans,  required  by  the  project,  would  protect  the  estuary  area  from  ille¬ 
gal  fill  activities  and  induced  development.  Beyond  the  estuary  boun- 
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dary,  the  project  would  have  little  development  influence  on  the  minimal 
amount  of  vacant  and  developable  land. 

B2  4.  The  cost  of  the  $«8.5  million  plan  to  the  non-Federal  sponsors  is  $31 .8 
million  (35.9  percent)  which  include  $9.2  million  in  Real  Estate  ($6  mil¬ 
lion  to  acquire  the  estuary)  and  alterations  to  existing  utilities.  The  pro¬ 
ject  has  been  estimated  conservatively  to  include  nearly  $1 6  million  in 
contingencies  which  will  be  closely  managed  along  with  all  project  fea¬ 
tures  to  minimize  the  final  cost.  The  estuary  cost  is  based  on  high  val¬ 
ues  and  should  be  lower  when  acquired,  due  also  to  the  fact  that  nearly 
200  acres  is  now  owned  by  the  Commonwealth.  The  potential  for  signif¬ 
icant  reductions  in  costs  was  identified  in  the  report  for  several  features. 
These  will  be  scrutinized  during  design  to  reduce  the  cost. 

Retrofitting  the  project  for  sea  level  rise  would  be  cost  shared  with  the 
Federal  Government  following  a  cost  shared  feasibility  study. 

B2  5.  We  concur  with  MCZM  that  substantial  public  funds  may  fca  requested 

to  protect  large  areas  due  to  sea  level  rise  and  future  development.  The 
Federal  Government  likewise  does  not  encourage  development  in  haz¬ 
ard-prone  flcu  .?  plain  areas,  nor  wish  to  construct  massive  projects  due 
to  future  development  and  damages  caused  by  sea  level  rise.  Based 
on  surveys  following  the  1978  flood,  it  is  not  too  late  to  avoid  high  future 
costs  such  as  this  project.  Of  the  42  communities  surveyed  for  1978 
damages  along  the  Massachusetts  coast,  excluding  the  project  area, 
four  towns  (Hull,  Quincy,  Scituate  and  Winthrop)  reported  between  700 
and  1100  buildings  damaged  (compared  to  3400  for  the  study  area) 
and  20  towns  averaged  100  buildings  damaged.  No  buildings  were  re¬ 
ported  damaged  for  the  remaining  1 4  towns.  Avoiding  future  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  coastal  flood  plain  would  likely  reduce  future  public  expendi¬ 
tures  for  coastal  flood  protection. 

B2  6.  The  project  will  be  designed  so  as  not  to  fail  with  sea  level  rise,  as  ex¬ 

plained  in  the  report.  If  policy  decisions  are  made  by  the  state  which 
dictate  abandoning  the  coastal  flood  plain  in  35  years,  the  project  is  eco¬ 
nomically  feasible  over  35  years,  and  would  provide  high  protection  dur¬ 
ing  a  reasonable  evacuation  period. 

B2  7.  As  stated  in  the  report,  "The  current  project  would  be  designed  so  that  it 

could  be  modified  for  the  worst  Case  3  sea  level  rise.” 
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B2  8.  This  project  is  specifically  exempted  from  ACEC  consideration  by  the 
Commonwealth  in  its  designation.  The  operation  of  the  floodgate  has 
been  evaluated  for  water  quality  impacts  and  optimized  to  produce  neg¬ 
ligible  changes.  All  existing  and  planned  storage  area  discharges  have 
been  considered.  Antidegredation  requirements  have  been  met  by 
avoidance,  minimization  and  compensation.  No  additional  analyses  are 
necessary.  We  have  requested  the  Commonwealth’s  view  on  the  pro¬ 
ject's  consistency  with  the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Program  and  eli¬ 
gibility  for  Water  Quality  Certification. 


B2 


B2 


B2 


9  Extensive  evaluation  of  mitigation  scenarios  produced  the  most  viable 
plan  that  was  implementable.  The  removal  of  1-95  fill  to  increase  upper 
estuary  flushing  would  cause  localilzed  flooding  in  East  Saugus.  This 
alternative  was  considered  but  eliminated.in  part,  due  to  the  flooding  im¬ 
pact  and  especially  because  it  is  not  in-kind  compensation  for  intertidal/ 
subtidal  clamflat  losses.  Technical  analyses  of  flushing  constrictions 
would  be  required  with  extensive  hydrological  investigations  as  to  the 
extent  of  constriction  of  the  upper  marsh  from  1-95  fill,  and  possibly  the 
Route  107  bridges  and  B  &  M  railroad  bridge. 

1 0.  As  documented  in  the  EIS/EIR  all  marshes  are  completely  flooded  at  a 
7.0  foot  (NVGD)  event.  Therefore  no  reduction  in  tidal  flooding  is  antici¬ 
pated.  No  changes  in  wetland  community  species  composition  is  antici¬ 
pated.  The  water  quality  impacts  associated  with  closures  are  deter¬ 
mined  to  be  negligible.  The  marsh  will  be  purchased  to  preserve  the 
integrity  of  the  flood  storage  area. 

1 1 .  The  significant  impacts  associated  with  a  Non-structural  Plan  is  the  con¬ 
tinued  vulnerability  of  the  region  to  the  loss  of  life,  health  and  property 
Only  a  small  percentage  of  property  damage  would  be  prevented  The 
unpredictability  of  the  extent  of  coastal  flooding  for  evacuation  purposes 
makes  this  plan  extremely  unreliable.  Public  safety  cannot  be  assured 
The  cost  of  raising  ten  miles  of  major  artenes  is  not  economically  justi¬ 
fied  at  a  cost  estimated  to  exceed  $100  million  (in  addition  to  raising 
br-dges,  intersecting  roads  and  driveways)  Providing  safe  evacuation 
shelters  does  little  to  protect  the  residents  from  flooding 
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B3  1 .  The  preservation  of  1 650  acres  to  an  elevation  7  contour  provides  for 

the  land  area  needed  for  storage  as  the  water  is  allowed  to  rise  up  to  el¬ 
evation  8.  During  non-storm  conditions  which  do  not  threaten  to  cause 
damages  the  estuary  water  levels  would  be  allowed  to  rise  naturally  to 
El.  8,  without  closing  the  gates. 

B3  2.  The  CLF  comment  addresses  two  potential  conditions  and  their  effect 

on  sediment  input  to  the  marsh,  existing  conditions  and  sea  level  rise 
conditions.  The  CLF  comment  states,  "we  are  very  concerned  with  the 
likelihood  that  these  closures  would  significantly  reduce  the  input  of  sed¬ 
iments  to  the  salt  marsh,  in  spite  of  their  infrequency,  and  thus  cause  a 
reduction  in  area  of  salt  marsh,  even  at  current  sea  level"  and  that 
storms  "are  responsible  for  supplying  most  of  the  sediments  that  allow 
salt  marshes  to  maintain  themselves  over  time  and  keep  pace  with  ris¬ 
ing  sea  level." 

Sources  of  material  for  accretion  of  the  marsh  surface  consist  of  peat 
development,  sediment  input  from  creeks  and  the  estuary  inlet,  upland 
erosion  and  runoff,  wind  driven  upland  material,  and  erosion  of  the 
marsh  face  and  creeks.  It  is  not  clear  that  storms  supply  most  of  the  sedi¬ 
ment  that  supply  the  marsh  surface. 

The  process  through  which  material  is  supplied  for  marsh  accretion  con¬ 
sists  of  3  parts:  erosion,  transport,  and  deposition.  Spring  tides  and  high 
water  levels  associated  with  storms  are  particularly  necessary  simply  be¬ 
cause  waterborne  sediment  cannot  be  transported  to  the  marsh  surface 
unless  the  water  covers  the  marsh  surface  and  higher  volume  tidal  events 
have  the  capacity  to  carry  greater  amounts  of  sediment.  Even  with  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  gates  the  number  of  times  the  entire  marsh  surface  is  flooded 
would  increase  with  sea  level  rise  of  up  to  one  foot.  Closure  with  increas¬ 
ing  sea  level  rise  beyond  one  foot  would  eliminate  increasingly  greater 
portions  of  the  tidal  cycle,  but  we  continue  to  recognize  the  likely  need  for 
modifications  to  the  project  so  that  closures  return  to  only  2  to  3  per  year 
following  each  foot  of  sea  level  rise. 

The  peak  flows  which  transport  sediment  to  the  marsh  surface  will  contin¬ 
ue  under  existing  sea  level  conditions  for  the  following  reasons.  The 
peak  flows,  which  have  the  potential  to  carry  the  greatest  amount  of  sedi¬ 
ment  into  the  estuary,  will  not  be  affected  by  closure  of  the  floodgate. 

Peak  incoming  flow  occurs  at  about  mid-tide  (El.  O.feet  NGVD).  The 
floodgates,  however,  would  normally  be  closed  when  the  tide  reaches  el- 
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evation  7  feet  (NGVD)  and  inflow  has  been  naturally  reduced  in  velocity 
and  sediment  carrying  capacity. 

The  majority  of  sediments  will  already  have  been  carried  into  the  estuary 
and  will  be  available  to  the  entire  marsh  surface  (as  influenced  by  inferior 
factors)  since  the  entire  marsh  is  flooded  when  the  tides  reach  elevation  7 
feet.  Wind  and  waves,  when  they  occur  in  conjunction  with  a  storm,  will 
not  be  affected  and  will  continue  to  agitate  the  interior  water  and  disperse 
sediment.  Furthermore,  these  closures  are  expected  to  occur  only  2-3 
times  per  year  under  existing  conditions.  The  majority  of  coastal  storms 
are  not  expected  to  reach  8  feet  and  would  not  require  closure  of  the 
gates.  Sediment  transport  associated  with  all  of  these  storms  and  with 
normal  spring  tides  will  continue  unaffected.  Under  both  conditions,  exist¬ 
ing  and  one  foot  sea  level  rise,  the  gates  remain  open  at  least  99  per- 
sent  of  the  time.  Therefore,  we  do  not  expect  an  impact  of  the  floodgate 
on  marsh  accretion  under  existing  sea  level  condition. 

The  CLF  statement  that  suspended  sediments  may  pass  through  the 
Saugus  River  channel  without  deposition  until  higher  in  the  estuary  is 
understood.  We  will  reassess  the  environmental  importance  with  sea 
level  rise  of  sediment  sources  from  outside  the  estuary  to  determine  the 
effect  of  the  floodgate  structure  on  salt  marsh  accretion. 


B3 


B3 

B3 

B3 


B4 


3.  The  establishment  of  the  intertidal  and  subtidal  flats  and  transplant  of 
the  clams  will  occur  at  the  beginning  of  the  construction  phase.  In  light 
of  the  rapid  recolonization  rate  for  benthic  species  described  in  the  pro¬ 
ject  area,  the  function  and  values  of  the  habitat  lost  would  be  substan¬ 
tially  compensated  within  the  four  year  construction  phase. 

4.  This  minor  error  does  not  change  the  context  of  the  discussion. 

5.  See  EOEA  Certificate  on  this  point. 

6.  See  responses  to  Letter  B2  comments  2  and  5.  The  project  would  pro¬ 

tect  the  most  concentrated  area  of  damages  and  which  is  regionally  sig¬ 
nificant  to  Massachusetts. 

1 .  The  objective  of  the  study  was  to  provide  a  high  level  of  flood  protection 
to  the  communities,  as  well  as  minimizing  significant  impact  on  the  tide 
levels,  flushing,  water  quality  and  biology  of  the  estuary.  With  SWIM'S 
assistance  and  other  members  of  the  Technical  Group,  as  well  as  the 
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Citizens  Steering  Committees  these  objectives  and  goals  were  consid¬ 
ered  and  evaluated  very  closely  during  the  formulation  of  the  Regional 
Plan.  As  you  know  many  changes  resulted  in  the  initial  conceptual  plan 
to  meet  these  objectives,  including:  increasing  the  gated  opening  at  mid 
tide  from  about  2500  to  8800  square  feet;  widening  the  flushing  gates 
from  ten  to  fifty  feet;  requiring  rounded  edges  on  all  gates;  lowering  the 
flushing  gates  to  the  river  bottom;  operating  the  gates  to  assure  estuary 
levels  would  continue  to  inundate  even  the  high  marsh  when  gates  are 
closed;  and  especially,  purchasing  and  managing  the  estuary  to  protect 
it  from  illegal  filling  and  loss  of  storage;  among  other  changes. 

The  design  effort  will  have  similar  criteria  and  public  coordination.  The 
benefit-to-cost  ratio  is  conservative,  recognizing  the  contingencies  may 
include  opportunities  for  cost  savings,  and  that  not  all  direct  benefits 
have  been  accounted  for  by  the  project,  nor  have  indirect  benefits  been 
included  for  flood  control. 

B4  2.  The  project  has  been  formulated  for  flood  control  based  on  Federal  pol¬ 

icy  for  sea  level  rise.  Environmental  and  public  protection  have  both 
been  major  objectives  formulated  into  the  project.  Purchase  in  fee  (rath¬ 
er  than  easements)  of  the  estuary  area  will  take  several  years  and  is 
scheduled  to  start  at  the  beginning  of  construction,  at  least  a  year 
ahead  of  the  floodgates  and  be  completed  prior  to  completion  of  the  pro¬ 
ject. 

B5  1 .  Acquisition  in  fee  of  the  estimated  1 650  acre  estuary  storage  area  is  a 

project  feature,  and  a  real  estate  plan  for  acquiring  the  area  will  be  de¬ 
veloped  during  design. 

B5  2.  The  referenced  discussion  refers  to  a  scenario  of  gate  closures  that  ex¬ 

ceeds  the  anticipated  modified  project  operation  criteria.  The  discus¬ 
sion  was  included  to  substantiate  likely  operational  restrictions  placed 
on  the  gate  closures  after  sea  level  rise  modifications  are  imposed  to 
not  exceed  the  35-45  events  per  year. 

Limiting  closures  to  about  40  per  year  would  continue  to  assure  the 
gates  are  open  99  percent  of  the  time  and  only  closed  for  short  dura¬ 
tions  to  assure  no  significant  impact  on  the  estuary.  If  there  is  reason 
to  believe  impacts  are  occurring  prior  to  reaching  40  closures,  there  is 
nothing  to  prevent  either  the  sponsor  or  Federal  Government  from  re- 
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questing  a  reevaluation  study  of  the  authorized  project  and  its  operation. 
With  sea  level  rise,  the  existing  Phragmites  bordering  the  estuary  will 
eventually  disappear  even  with  the  project  as  these  areas  are  inundat¬ 
ed  with  salt  water  more  frequently. 

85  3.  With  accelerated  rates  of  sea  level  rise,  if  they  occur,  the  Corps  would 

participate  in  an  investigation  with  the  sponsors  and  public  to  evaluate 
the  proper  modification  to  the  project  to  assure  a  high  level  of  flood  pro¬ 
tection  and  protection  for  the  environment.  It  is  highly  unlikely  that  clo¬ 
sures  would  significantly  exceed  40  per  year  due  to  the  impacts  already 
identified  for  a  rise  of  2  or  more  feet,  including  both  environnmental  and 
increased  operating  costs.  The  likely  outcome  of  an  investigation  to 
modify  the  project  for  sea  level  rise  is  exspedted  to  limit  closures  to 
about  40  per  year. 

The  local  operation  of  the  floodgates  will  be  a  major  issue  addressed 
during  design.  Not  only  will  the  Corps  involvement  in  the  training  of  op¬ 
erators  and  semi-annual  inspections  be  addressed,  but  also  the  require¬ 
ment  of  sponsors  and  the  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
(EOEA)  Certificate  for  a  comprehensive  management  document. 

B5  4.  The  communities  have  implemented  FEMA  requirements  in  the  flood 
plains;  however,  they  have  no  more  control  than  other  communities  in 
preventing  development  on  private  lands.  The  communities  should  not 
be  penalized  for  lack  of  Federal  or  state  regulations  forbidding  construc¬ 
tion  in  the  fiood  plains.  Contribution  by  communities  will  be  developed 
during  the  design  phase.  Substantial  benefits  affect  the  well-being  of 
others  and  the  economy  well  beyond  the  limits  of  the  study  area,  includ¬ 
ing:  state  facilities,  regional  arteries  and  utilities,  regional  recreation  and 
education  facilities,  estuary  resources  and  thousand  of  businesses. 
Therefore,  it  would  be  inequitable  to  expect  the  communities  to  finance 
100  percent  of  the  non-Federal  cost  without  state  assistance. 


B5  5.  7  nere  are  only  a  limited  number  of  vacant  developable  parcels  which 

border  the  marsh.  Purchasing  and  managing  the  estuary  storage  area 
will  provide  the  highest  possible  protection  against  illegal  filling  and  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  estuary. 

B5  6.  Benefits  and  costs  have  been  conservatively  estimated  and  thoroughly 

reviewed  by  the  Washington  Level  Review  Center  to  assure  the  benefits 
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are  reasonable  and  that  the  project  is  a  good  investment  for  the  Feder¬ 
al  Government.  Routes  1,16,  and  99  are  closer  routes  to  Boston  than 
128;  however,  to  reach  these  routes  from  Lynn  by  over  50,000  vehicles 
(displaced  from  Routes  1A  and  107  alone)  through  largely  unfamiliar 
back  streets  of  Saugus  is  unlikely  due  to  the  accessibility  of  1 28.  Never¬ 
theless,  the  only  benefits  estimated  for  assuming  128  would  be  used 
was  simply  the  savings  in  the  additional  vehicle  operation  cost,  which  to¬ 
talled  less  than  0.5  percent  of  project  benefits. 

B5  7.  See  response  to  Letter  B2,  cmt.  1 1 . 

B5  8.  See  response  to  Letters  B2,  cmt.  5  and  B4  cmt.  2. 

B6  1 .  The  methodology  and  analysis  for  constructing  the  South  Harbor  dikes 

landward  along  the  toe  of  the  bulkhead  has  been  approved,  and  is 
therefore  the  recommended  alignment.  The  option  to  relocate  a  wall 
300  feet  inland  was  deleted  from  the  main  report. 

B7  -  No  response  required. 

B8  1 .  The  EIS/EIR  does  not  conclude  that  the  floodgate  plan  will  "result  in  no 

significant  environmental  impacts  to  marine  resources."  Unavoidable 
significant  environmental  impacts  and  risks  are  fully  disclosed  and  mini¬ 
mized/compensated  where  practicable. 

B8  2.  Concern  for  potential  impacts  to  planktonic  eggs  and  larvae  have  result¬ 

ed  in  the  inclusion  of  rounded  structural  corners  as  a  design  mitigation 
to  minimize  potential  impacts  and  larger  gates  have  been  recommend¬ 
ed.  No  substantial  changes  are  anticipated  in  the  upper  estuary.  In¬ 
creased  floodgate  operations  will  not  be  allowed  above  the  design  crite¬ 
ria.  A  retrofit  analysis  will  be  performed  in  lieu  of  incurring  additional 
environmental  impacts  from  increases  in  sea  level  rise. 

B9  1.  The  required  ponding  area  lies  between  North  Shore  Road  and  Revere 

Beach,  and  runs  from  the  old  narrow  gage  railroad  embankment  (where 
it  borders  the  South  end  of  the  ponding  area)  to  near  Carey  Circle  at  the 
north  end  of  Revere  Beach.  This  ponding  area  is  included  in  the  acqui¬ 
sition  plan. 

B9  2.  At  Point  of  Pines  the  recommended  plan  only  requires  temporary  and 
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permanent  easements  for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the 
shorefront  structures  to  be  built  as  part  of  the  project.  Public  access 
and  possibly  use  of  the  beach  would  only  be  required,  if  the  plan  is 
changed  during  design  to  require  the  beach  to  be  enlarged  for  flood  pro¬ 
tection,  in  lieu  of  the  revetments.  This  does  not  apply  if  the  revetments 
are  removed  under  the  dunes  (along  the  northern  half  of  the  shorefront) 
and  only  the  dunes  are  built  up.  This  is  a  possibility  following  the  analy¬ 
sis  with  the  dune/beach  model  in  design. 


B9 


B9 

B9 


B9 


B9 


If,  however,  at  the  southern  reach  a  beach/dune  system  in  lieu  of  revet¬ 
ment  proves  to  be  technically  and  economically  feasible  and  more  ac¬ 
ceptable  from  Carey  Circle  to  about  Alden  Avenue,  then  public  access 
would  likely  be  required  on  the  built  up  beach.  However,  based  on  pre¬ 
liminary  estimates,  it  does  not  appear  a  beach/dune  system  at  this 
southern  location  would  be  economically  feasible  due  to  the  tremendous 
amount  of  sand  and  cost  required  to  build  a  beach  and  dune  system. 
The  analysis  of  the  dune/beach  systems  for  both  the  southern  and 
northern  reaches  of  the  shorefront  will  be  closely  coordinated  with  the 
sponsors,  including  Point  of  Pines. 

3.  The  floodgate  wall  has  been  moved  closer  to  the  pumping  station  to  fa¬ 
cilitate  construction  and  reduce  the  impact  on  the  beach.  The  final 
alignment  will  be  reviewed  during  design  based  on  foundation  condi¬ 
tions,  modeling  of  the  gates  and  flow  regime,  alignment  of  the  outlet 
pipe  extension  and  any  effects  on  the  marina. 

4.  See  response  #  2. 

5.  No  additional  wall  structures  are  scheduled  to  be  considered  during  de¬ 
sign.  Only  the  walls  discussed  with  the  residents  at  workshops  are 
scheduled  to  be  raised  a  few  feet  from  the  end  of  the  floodgate  to/and 
including  the  pre-cast  and  cast-in-place  walls  along  the  Saugus  River  to 
near  the  east  end  of  Wadsworth  Avenue. 

6.  The  boardwalks  or  cross-overs  of  the  dunes,  revetments  and  walls,  as 
well  as  replenishment  of  dune  grass  are  project  features.  Landscaping 
has  been  included  and  will  be  further  coordinated  during  design 

7.  The  project  is  scheduled  to  be  constructed  during  normal  day  time  work¬ 
ing  hours  to  assure  minimum  impacts  on  Point  of  Pines  residents  De- 
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tails  will  be  coordinated  during  project  design. 

B9 

8. 

Dredging  and  concrete  lining  of  the  Eastern  County  Ditch  for  proper 
drainage  is  opt  a  project  feature.  Interior  drainage  which  is  not  adverse¬ 
ly  affected  by  the  project  is  a  non-Federal  responsibility,  and  is  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  scope  of  the  study. 

B9 

9. 

The  determination  to  eliminate  or  change  flood  insurance  would  be 
made  by  FEMA  following  completion  of  the  project.  Changes  are  antici¬ 
pated  due  to  significant  lowering  of  the  base  flood  elevations. 

B9 

10. 

Travel  routes  and  public  safety  will  be  coordinated  during  design. 

B9 

11. 

Coordination,  notices  and  an  accessible  line  of  communication  as  re¬ 
quested  will  be  accomplished  during  all  project  phases. 

B9 

12. 

The  limits  of  the  wetlands  bordering  the  storage  area  will  be  clearly  de¬ 
lineated  on  maps,  and  boundary  markers  included  for  the  acquired  estu¬ 
ary  storage  area. 

B9 

13. 

The  comprehensive  management  plan  to  be  developed  in  design  and 
the  local  assurance  will  define  the  protective  measures  and  procedures 
for  the  estuary  storage  area. 

B9 

14. 

The  Corps  will  perform  semi-annual  inspection  to  assure  proper  mainte¬ 
nance  and  operation  of  the  project.  Operating  and  regulating  proce¬ 
dures  and  manuals  will  be  prepared,  and  adherence  will  be  part  of  the 
local  assurances. 

B9 

15. 

The  inclusion  of  funds  in  an  escrow  account  for  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  has  been  requested  throughout  the  study  by  the  sponsor  and  is 
preferred  by  the  MDC  and  Corps.  The  details  will  need  to  be  worked 
out  in  design. 

BIO 

— 

See  responses  to  Letter  B9. 

61 1 

-• 

The  Citizen  Steenng  Committees  will  continue  during  design  and  con¬ 
struction  of  the  project  with  representation  from  the  Point  of  Pines  Yacht 
Club.  See  also  response  #3  to  Letter  B9. 
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tails  will  be  coordinated  during  project  design. 

B9 

8. 

Dredging  and  concrete  lining  of  the  Eastern  County  Ditch  for  proper 
drainage  is  QQt  a  project  feature.  Interior  drainage  which  is  not  adverse¬ 
ly  affected  by  the  project  is  a  non-Federal  responsibility,  and  is  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  scope  of  the  study. 

B9 

9. 

The  determination  to  eliminate  or  change  flood  insurance  would  be 
made  by  FEMA  following  completion  of  the  project.  Changes  are  antici¬ 
pated  due  to  significant  lowering  of  the  base  flood  elevations. 

B9 

10. 

Travel  routes  and  public  safety  will  be  coordinated  during  design. 

B9 

11. 

Coordination,  notices  and  an  accessible  line  of  communication  as  re¬ 
quested  will  be  accomplished  during  all  project  phases. 

B9 

12. 

The  limits  of  the  wetlands  bordering  the  storage  area  will  be  clearly  de¬ 
lineated  on  maps,  and  boundary  markers  included  for  the  acquired  estu¬ 
ary  storage  area. 

B9 

13. 

The  comprehensive  management  plan  to  be  developed  in  design  and 
the  local  assurance  will  define  the  protective  measures  and  procedures 
for  the  estuary  storage  area. 

B9 

14. 

The  Corps  will  perform  semi-annual  inspection  to  assure  proper  mainte¬ 
nance  and  operation  of  the  project.  Operating  and  regulating  proce¬ 
dures  and  manuals  will  be  prepared,  and  adherence  will  be  part  of  the 
local  assurances. 

B9 

15. 

The  inclusion  of  funds  in  an  escrow  account  for  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  has  been  requested  throughout  the  study  by  the  sponsor  and  is 
preferred  by  the  MDC  and  Corps.  The  details  will  need  to  be  worked 
out  in  design. 

BIO 

— 

See  responses  to  Letter  B9. 

B11 

— 

The  Citizen  Steenng  Committees  will  continue  during  design  and  con¬ 
struction  of  the  project  with  representation  from  the  Point  of  Pines  Yacht 
Club.  See  also  response  #3  to  Letter  89. 
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CORPS  RESPONSES  TO  LETTERS 
RECEIVED  FOLLOWING  FINAL  REPORT  REVIEW 

(CONTINUED) 


Lslter  Response 

USL 


B12  1 .  Examination  of  Options 

Reference  Main  Report  -  Section  1  page  95: 

M!n  order  to  initiate  project  modifications  for  sea  level  rise,  the  nr  > 
Federal  sponsor  would  need  to  request  the  Corps  to  conduct  an  investi¬ 
gation  under  the  Corps  Section  216  authority  for  modifications  to  author¬ 
ized  projects.  A  reconnaissance  study  would  be  accomplished,  followed 
by  (if  approved  by  the  Corps  and  sponsors)  a  cost  shared  feasibility 
study.  The  modifications  recommended  by  the  study  would  also  be  cost 
shared.  The  current  project  would  be  designed  so  that  it  could  be  modi¬ 
fied  for  the  worst  Case  3  sea  level  rise." 

B12  2.  Maintenance  and  Operation 

Reference:  page  109  Main  Report 

•  The  Corps  would  prepare  and  provide  an  0  &  M  manual. 

•  The  Corps  and  sponsor  would  inspect  and  operate  the  project  features 
semi-annually  to  assure  proper  0  &  M  (pg.  S3,  MR). 

•  The  0  &  M  costs  and  responsibilities  will  be  developed  in  detail  over 
the  4  year  design  period  for  developing  the  LCA,  project  costs  and  re¬ 
sponsibilities. 

•  The  design  phase  includes  a  Real  Estate  planning  report  describing 
the  parcels  (taking  lines)  to  be  acquired.  (Appendix  J,  Section  B, 
page  B-1). 

•  The  0  &  M  cost  includes  $55,000  for  an  Environmental  Manager. 
(Appendix  J,  Section  B,  pgs.  D-1  &  4). 

B12  3.  Visual  Impacts/Responsibility 

The  Point  of  Pines  plans  for  walkways,  fencing,  dune  replenishment  and 
other  measures  are  described  in  the  Main  Report  pages  72  to  74.  Plans 
and  sections  are  provided  in  Appendix  D.  The  plans  will  be  developed 
in  detail  in  coordination  with  the  sponsors  during  design.  The  design 
height  of  the  floodgate  gravity  wall  adjacent  to  Point  of  Pines  is  about  2 
to  2.5  feet  higher  than  the  existing  Rice  Avenue  wall  (MR.  pg.  72). 
Workshops  with  Point  of  Pines  residents  provided  brochures,  slides, 
graphic  displays,  and  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  the  project.  Main  re¬ 
ports  were  provided  to  the  P.  0.  P.  Board  of  Trustees.  There  was  no 
significant  concern  as  to  the  height  of  the  floodgates  and  raised  walls. 
Residents  requested  the  walls  along  Rice  Ave.  not  be  lowered  since  it 
helps  keep  the  sand  and  water  off  the  road. 
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CORPS  RESPONSES  TO  LETTERS 
RECEIVED  FOLLOWING  FINAL  REPORT  REVIEW 

(CONTINUED) 

Letter  Bssponsa 

B1 2  4.  Corrections 

Page  66  of  the  EIS/EIR  identifies  Future  Without  Project  Conditions  and 
indicates  the  potential  loss  of  intertidal  habitat  from  the  construction  of 
the  Town  Line  and  Linden  Brook  Flood  Control  project.  This  project  in¬ 
cludes  raising  the  MDC  dike  bordering  the  estuary.  If  the  dike  were 
raised  (which  is  not  required  with  the  Regional  Project),  it  would  likely 
impact  on  the  wetlands. 

Page  71  of  the  FEIR,  paragraph  6.106  should  be  corrected  to  "Route 
95",  not  "Route  93". 


B1 2  5.  General  Issue 

The  estuary  floodplain  will  be  acquired  in  fee,  in  lieu  of  easements, 
which  is  reflected  in  revised  pages  to  the  report.  Operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  requirements  include  a  full  time  person  to  monitor  the  estuary 
area's  flood  plain.  The  LCA  requires  sponsoring  communties  to  comply 
with  applicable  Federal  flood  plain  management  and  insurance  pro¬ 
grams. 

Delineation  of  responsibilities  would  be  more  clearly  defined  for  0  &  M 
and  cost  sharing  during  the  design  stage  with  the  sponsors. 

NOTE:  Letters  Cl ,  3-8, 1 0  and  1 2  (attachment)  are  duplicate  letters  with  re¬ 

sponses  previously  provided. 

C2  --  No  response  required. 

C9  --  No  response  required. 

Cl  1  1 .  Agree,  the  surest  and  soundest  way  to  protect  the  estuary  storage  area 

is  through  management  and  acquisition  in  fee  (purchase)  which  are  pro¬ 
ject  features.  The  management  measures  will  be  coordinated  during 
design  to  accommodate  the  varying  interests. 
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SECTION  A 


STATE  AND  FEDERAL  AGENCY  REVIEW  COMMENTS 


Th*  Commonwealth  of  Massachusotts 
Metropolitan  District  Commission 
M.  Ilyas  Bhattii  Commissioner 


20  Somerset  Street 
Boston,  MA  02108 
617-727-5114 
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Beaches 
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Recreational  Facilities 

Public  Concerts 

TteHsioe  Museum 

Boston  Harbor  Islands 

Metropolitan  Police 

Flood  Control 


Watershed  Management 

Purs  Ihbter  Supply 

Ousbbm.  Wechusett  and 
Sudbury  Reservoirs 


Franklin  Park  and 
Stona  Memonel 
Zoos 


Parkway.  Boulevard  and 
Bodge  System 


Charles  Mystic  and 
Neponsat  Rivers 


Beaver  Brook.  Blue  Hilts, 
Elm  Bank,  Breakbeats, 
Middlesex  Felts,  and 
Stony  Brook  Reservations 


March  5, 1 990 


Colonel  Daniel  M.  Wilson 
Division  Engineer 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
New  England  Division 
424  Trapelo  Road 

Waltham,  Massachusetts  02254-9149 
Dear  Coionel  Wilson: 

I  am  writing  to  express  the  Metropolitan  District  Commission*  s  support  as 
the  Commonwealth's  designated  local  sponsor  for  the  Flood  Damage  Reduction 
Project,  Saugus  River  and  Tributaries,  Lynn,  Malden,  Revere  and  Saugus;  the 
detail  of  which  are  contained  in  previous  studies  and  final  reports  dated 
December,  1989  and  furnished  to  this  Agency.  This  project  would  provide  a 
high  level  of  coastal  flood  protection  to  the  5000  buildings  and  the  400,000 
residents,  employees  and  commuters  in  this  region  which  is  frequently 
threatened  and  flooded  from  tidal  storms.  The  oroject  would  also  protect  major 
industries,  utilitiesrtransportation  arteries,  recreational  facilities,  a  valuable  salt 
water  estuary,  navigation  fleet  and  other  resources  important  to  Boston  and  the 
north  shore. 

We  have  also  reviewed  the  preliminary  draft  of  the  Local  Cooperation 
Agreement  dated  February  28,1990,  and  intend  to  sign  the  agreement 
concurrent  with  the  communities  for  those  non-monetary  items  not  within  the 
direct  control  of  the  MDC. 

We  understand  that  a  final  Local  Cooperation  Agreement  will  be  required 
after  the  Report  is  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  project  is  authorized 
by  the  U.S.  Congress,  and  after  the  completion  of  plans  and  specifications, 
which  should  take  approximately  four  years.  At  that  time,  a  final  estimate  of 
project  costs  and  cost  sharing  amounts  will  be  prepared.  The  MDC  will  request 
funds  from  the  Legislature  to  meet  the  State's  cost  share  for  both  the  first  cost 
and  O&M.  Construction  is  currently  scheduled  to  start  in  Fiscal  Year  1994. 

As  the  State's  local  sponsor  we  would  be  required  to  provide  cash 
contribution  estimated  at  $22,600,000  which  includes  100%  of  the  cost  of  the 
extra  park  embankment  ($600,000)  needed  for  relocation.  We  must  also 
provide  the  real  estate  and  relocation  requirements  estimated  at  $9,200,000  for 
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Colonel  D.  Wilson 
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1650  acres  of  estuary,  9  acres  of  MDC  park  dike,  6.5  acres  of  1-95  for  mitigation 
and  easements  for  other  project  features.  Additionally,  a  preliminarry  estimate  of 
$230,000  per  year  operation  and  maintenance  cost  would  be  a  continuing 
non-Federal  responsibility  following  completion  of  the  project. 


I  am  looking  forward  to  working  with  you  on  this  critically  needed  project. 


Sincerely, 


PJD/eg 


cc:  N.  Baratta 
F.  Faucher 
C.  Terzian 
A.  Jewett 
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Michael  S.  Dukakis 

00V8RN0R 


THE  COMMONWEALTH  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 


February  23,  1990 


JOHN  OtVlLLARS 
S8CRKTARY 


Kenneth  H.  Murdock 

Department  of  the  Army 

Water  Resources  Support  Cantar 

Corps  of  tngineers 

Casay  Building 

Fort  Balvoir,  VA  22060-5586 


Re:  Flood  Damage  Raduction  Study,  Saugus 


Dsar  Mr.  Murdock: 

You  hava  vrittan  Govarnor  Dukakis  requesting  count  froa 
tha  Coaaonvaalth  of  Massachusetts  on  tha  Report  of  tha  Chiaf  of 
Enginaara  on  Saugus  Rivar  and  Tributaries  and  tha  final 
anvironaantal  impact  stataaant. 

on  Fabruary  20,  1990,  I  issuad  a  Cartificata  on  tha  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Raport  submitt ad  for  this  projact  pursuant 
to  tha  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act.  I  hava  enclosed 
copy  of  that  Cartificata,  vhieh  contains  my  sub«t»ntiv«  eoanants 
on  the  raport -to  which  you  refer. 

If  you  hava  further  questions  about  this  matter,  please 
contact  Janet  McCabe  of  ay  staff.  She  can  be  reached  at  617-727 
5830,  ext.  300. 
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\Tohn  DaVi liars,  Secretary 
Environmental  Affairs 
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THE  COMMONWEALTH  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 


Michael  S  Dukakis 

GOVERNOR 


February  20,  1990 


John  DsVillars 
secretary 


CERTIFICATE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

ON  THE 

FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


PROJECT  NAME 
PROJECT  LOCATION 
EOEA  NUMBER 
PROJECT  PROPONENT 
DATE  NOTICED  IN  MONITOR 


Flood  D*m«g«  Reduction  Study 
Lynn,  Malden,  Revere  and  Saugus 
6497 

U.S.  Army,  Corps  of  Engineers 
January  20,  1990 


The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  herein  issues  a 
statement  that  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  submitted  on 
the  above  project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act  (G.L. ,c.30,s61-62H)  and 
with  its  implementing  regulations  (301  CMR  11.00). 

The  comment  letters  from  state  agencies  who  have  a  major 
role  in  the  implementation  of  this  project  indicate  a  continuing 
significant  difference  in  philosophy  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
co-proponents  with  the  state,  rsgarding  the  advisability  of  this 
project  as  it  relates  to  new  development  along  the  state's 
coastline  and  protection  of  development  already  in  place.  My 
office  has  designated  the  Metropolitan  District  Commission  as 
lead  state  agency  for  flood  control  efforts  for  the  Saugus  River 
Estuary,  and  the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Office  must  find 
consistency  in  both  the  st»tc  and  federal  actions  to  that  end. 

The  larger  question  is  whether  this  project  represents  sound 
policy  and  is  one  for  which  state  funds  should  be  expended. 

However,  the  question  of  the  moment  is  whether  the  Final  EJR 
has  presented  an  analysis  sufficient  to  describe  the  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  the  project  if  it  is  pursued  and  if 
sufficient  mitigation  has  been  presented  to  allow  all  state 
agencies  to  either  avoid  or  minimize  those  impacts.  It  is  to 
this  question  that  I  will  address  the  current  Certificate.  The 
decision  as  to  whether  this  project  represents  an  appropriate 
expenditure  of  public  funds  at  this  time  is  one  which  I  and  the 
relevant  agencies  within  my  Secretariat  will  resolve  in  the  near 
term. 


Among  the  important  issues  and  requests  contained  in  the 


EOEA  #6497 


FEIR  Certificate 


February  20 ,  1990 


comment  letters  are:  the  viability  of  the  marsh,  the  role  of 
major  storms  in  the  sediment  budget  of  the  marsh,  the  ability  to 
retrofit  the  proposed  structures  in  the  event  of  a  3  to  4  foot 
sea  level  rise,  the  effectiveness  of  flood  proofing  and 
evacuation,  the  responsibility  of  the  facility  manager,  the  lack 
of  a  Draft  Section  61  finding,  the  role  of  the  communities  in  the 
management  of  the  area,  final  cost  sharing  responsibilities,  land 
acguisition  responsibilities,  requests  for  preparation  of  a 
generic  environmental  impact  report  and  a  request  for  major  and 
complicated  designation  under  the  MEPA  regulations.  These  issues 
are  addressed  individually  below.  It  is  my  conclusion  that  they 
have  been  sufficiently  addressed  to  allow  the  decisions  to  be 
made  as  required  by  law. 

KARSH  VITALITY  -  Several  commentors  suggest  that  by 
stopping  the  peak  of  flooding  events,  the  marsh  complex  would 
shift  in  composition  and  boundary.  It  should  be  noted  that  all 
marshes  have  been  identified  as  existing  below  elevation  7.  The 
proposed  operation  of  the  tide/storm  barriers  calls  for  closure 
of  the  barrier  when  the  tide  event  has  reached  elevation  7,  when 
all  marsh  would  be  inundated.  At  that  time  the  Saugus  River 
would  continue  to  flow  and  most  of  the  tributary  land  area  not 
blocked  by  tide  gates  would  continue  to  drain  as  well.  Thus  the 
water  level  behind  the  barrier  will  peak  at  levels  above 
elevation  7.  In  addition,  wind  action  within  the  estuary  will 
continue  to  act  on  the  water  body  to  create  internal  circulation 
and  tend  to  decrease  salinity  gradients  as  at  present.  Since  no 
significant  changes  in  tidal  exchange,  or  low  or  mid  tide  levels 
are  anticipated  with  the  main  gate  and  the  "tainter"  gates,  I 
agree  with  the  EIR  conclusions  that  mitigation  has  been  included 
to  minimize  the  potential  marsh  impacts  of  the  storm  barrier. 

MARSH  BUILD-UP  -  Commentors  have  suggested  that  storm 
event  sediment  transport  will  be  crucial  to  the  survival  of  the 
salt  marsh  with  sea  level  rise.  It  should  be  noted  that  the 
estuary  is  located  behind  a  barrier  beach  which  would  be  expected 
to  contribute  significant  quantities  of  sand  (sediments)  during 
future  storm  events  with  sea  level  rise  if  it  were  not  heavily 
developed  and  protected  by  structures  at  this  time.  The 
combination  of  these  two  factors  limits  the  quantity  of  sand 
which  would  occur  as  a  result  of  overwashes.  The  second  major 
source  of  sediments  are  those  from  the  river  system.  These  are 
not  changed  by  the  barrier,  or  may  be  enhanced  slightly  as  the 
flow  gradient  may  continue  longer  into  the  basin  behind  the 
barrier.  The  last  source  of  sediments  is  from  reversals  in  river 
flow.  Sediments  delivered  to  the  mouth  of  the  river  can  move 
some  distance  upstream.  In  the  case  of  the  Saugus  River,  the 
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protection  of  Nahant  and  its  causeway  limit  the  ability  of  storms 
to  deliver  sediments  to  the  river  mouth.  Only  storms  from  the 
Southeast  are  significant  in  moving  sands  from  the  River  beach  to  ■ 
the  river  mouth.  With  the  gates  open  until  the  storm  surge  » 

reaches  7  feet,  a  significant  period  of  sediment  transport  is 
preserved.  Only  long  term  monitoring  of  marshes  will  determine 
if  they  can  adjust  to  sea  level  changes  as  they  occur.  This  EIR 
is  not  the  place  to  require  such  basic  research. 

WETLAND  MITIGATION  -  Commentors  have  identified  the  state 
policy  as  requiring  greater  than  one  for  one  compensation  for 
loss  of  wetland  resource  areas.  I  concur  with  that  information 
and  conclude  that  enough  information  is  contained  in  the  DEIR  and 
FEIR  for  the  appropriate  state  agencies  to  require  the  needed  e 

mitigation.  The  DEIR  identified  greater  areas  for  mitigation  as  £ 
the  amount  of  area  thought  to  be  altered  was  much  greater.  I 
conclude  that  the  state  regulatory  programs  can  require  the 
needed  mitigation  as  they  evaluate  the  project  for  the  needed 
variances.  There  is  a  provision  in  the  Wetland  Protection  Act  to 
allow  the  DEP  to  rule  on  wetland  alteration  projects  prior  to  the 
conservation  commissions  when  the  project  involves  more  than  one 
community.  That  process  appears  appropriate  in  this  instance. 

FACILITY  CHANGES  DUE  TO  SEA  LEVEL  RISE  -  The  EIR  has 
stated  that  the  structures  will  be  designed  so  that  sea  level 
changes  up  to  3  or  4  feet  can  be  accommodated  if  future  study 
determines  that  such  changes  are  desirable,  feasible  and 
environmentally  acceptable.  A  request  by  the  state  sponsor  for 
the  Corps  to  conduct  an  investigation  under  the  Corps  Section  216 
authority  for  modifications  to  authorized  projects  would  initiate 
the  study.  The  capability  to  respond  to  sea  level  rise  has  been 
requested  by  state  agencies. 

EVACUATION/ FLOODPROOFING  -  Comments  indicate  that  many 
feel  that  evacuation  and  floodproofing  are  viable  options  and 
must  be  used  to  avoid  any  of  the  identified  impacts  to  the 
environment.  I  am  persuaded  by  the  evidence  in  the  EIR  that 
flooding  events  in  this  particular  estuary  are  difficult  to 
predict  in  time  to  allow  orderly  evacuation.  Study  has  indicated 
that  combinations  of  events  during  the  storm  are  in  many  cases 
crucial  to  the  decision  making  and  many  false  emergencies  would 
have  to  be  declared  under  the  existing  conditions.  This 
information  will  be  further  reviewed  as  the  state  decides  whether 
to  endorse  and  participate  in  the  recommended  project. 

FACILITY  MANAGEMENT  -  The  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
determined  that  it  can  not  manage  the  proposed  facility  and  that 
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the  state  proponent  would  be  the  likely  manager.  Assuming  that 
the  determination  is  made  to  proceed  with  this  project,  I  agree 
that  this  is  acceptable  and  that  the  management  agency  must  be 
responsible  for  both  operation  and  maintenance  of  all  facilities 
and  that  the  agency  must  also  take  an  aggressive  stance  in 
following  all  proposed  development  in  the  flood  storage  area  and 
the  adjacent  floodplain.  The  basin  will  operate  as  in  inland 
flood  storage  areas  after  construction  of  a  flood  barrier  and  any 
loss  of  flood  storage  capacity  will  be  significant  and  must  be, 
under  the  Wetlands  Protection  Act,  compensated.  The  manager  will 
be  aggrieved  under  any  Order  of  Conditions  which  does  not  protect 
the  flood  storage,  and  must  therefore  appeal  the  decision  to  the 
state.  I  will,  through  the  MEPA  Unit,  make  sure  that  all 
projects  requiring  MEPA  review  are  consistent  with  this 
requirement.  The  ACEC  status  of  the  estuary  will  bring  most 
proposed  alterations  within  the  estuary  under  MEPA  review.  A 
further  responsibility  of  management  will  be  to  bring  to  the 
attention  to  appropriate  local,  state  and  federal  agencies,  any 
flood  plain  activity  which  has  not  been  seen  through  the 
permitting  process.  I  expect  that  a  comprehensive  management 
document  determining  local,  state  and  federal  responsibilities 
will  be  developed  prior  to  any  construction,  and  I  encourage  all 
interested  parties  to  follow  its  development.  The  Environmental 
Monitor  can  serve  as  a  vehicle  to  publicize  developments. 

STATE/LOCAL  FUNDING  -  Once  the  environmental  review  is 
completed  it  is  time  to  work  out  the  split  in  responsibility 
between  the  state  and  the  local  communities  who  benefit  from  the  4 
flood  protection.  I  fully  expect  this  to  be  resolved  prior  to 
state  commitment  to  the  program. 

ACQUISITION  OF  FLOOD  STORAGE  LANDS  -  Comments  have 
suggested  that  the  land  acquisition  may  not  occur.  It  is  my 
position  that  the  land  acquisition  is  now  a  part  of  the  program 
and  that  it  must  occur.  If  that  fact  should  change,  the 
environmental  review  of  the  project  would  be  reopened  in  response 
to  notification  of  project  change. 

SECTION  61  FINDINGS  -  The  most  serious  issue  raised  is  the 
lack  of  Draft  Section  61  findings  in  the  document  as  required  by 
the  scope  and  again  in  the  Certificate  on  the  DEIR.  I  am 
disappointed  that  the  draft  is  not  included,  but  conclude  that 
its  absence  is  not  fatal  as  several  summaries  of  impacts  and 
mitigation  are  included.  These  include  Table  5.1  of  Section  2, 
Table  1  following  page  EIS-2  of  Section  2  and  the  last  pages  of 
Appendix  K.  I  should  note  that  some  of  the  conclusions  as  to 
potential  impact  are  given  after  redesign  to  minimize  impacts  and 
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the  Section  61  Findings  should  so  indicate.  My  call  for  a  Draft 
finding  in  the  EIR  was  to  assist  all  state  agencies  in  carrying 
out  their  mandated  responsibilities.  In  lieu  of  the  Draft  in  the 
EIR,  I  ask  that  the  state  sponsor  prepare  a  Draft  finding  which  I 
will  publish  in  the  Environmental  Monitor  for  comments  from  the 
public. 

6EIR/MC  STATUS  -  Finally  I  have  been  asked  by  state 
agencies  and  others  to  consider  requiring  that  a  Generic 
Environmental  Impact  Report  on  flood  control  all  along  the  state 
coastline  in  response  to  sea  level  be  required  prior  to  any  state 
decision  to  participate  in  this  project.  I  have  also  been  asked 
to  invoke  Major  and  Complicated  status  under  the  MEPA  Act, 
presumably  so  I  can  require  a  further  series  of  reports  prior  to 
completion  of  the  environmental  review  for  this  project.  First, 
both  of  these  decisions  are  properly  made  when  the  ENF  is  filed, 
not  at  the  review  of  a  FEIR.  I  do  not  find  that  the  conditions 
in  the  Saugus  River  Estuary  are  typical  of  our  coastline.  It  may 
be  desirable  to  review  the  state  response  to  flooding  forecasts 
over  the  next  30  to  100  years  but  I  do  not  think  this  project  is 
the  proper  vehicle  for  that  review.  Major  and  Complicated  status 
is  reserved  for  projects  where  a  long  series  of  decisions  must  be 
made  as  it  allows  incremental  approval  of  a  project.  The 
decision  to  be  made  for  this  project  is  whether  it  should  go 
forward,  and  if  so,  what  mitigation  is  necessary.  I  conclude 
that  the  normal  EIR  process  is  appropriate. 


February.  29.-19.2Q, 

Date 


Comments  received 


Lynn  Planning  Board  -  2/6/90 

SAVE  -  1/25/90 

DMF  -  2/6/90 

Revere  City  Council  -  2/2/90 

Mayor  of  Revere  -  1/25/90 

Point  of  Pines  YC  -  1/23/90 

MDC  -  2/9/90 


John  DeVillars,  Secretary 


:  MCZM  -  2/12/90 

CLF  -  2/9/90 

SWIM  -  2/5/90 

MACC  -  2/6/90 


JD/DES/ds 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

RCQIOMI 

J.P.  KCNMCOV  nO*  UAL  SUtUNNO,  BOSTON,  MASSACMUSCTTS  SSW-M11 

March  12,  1990 

Colonel  Daniel  M.  Wilson, 

Division  Engineer 
New  England  Division 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
424  Trapelo  Road 

Waltham,  Massachusetts  02254-9149 
RE:  F-COE-B36065-MA 
Dear  Colonel  Wilson; 

In  accordance  with  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA) ,  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) ,  and  Section  404  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act  (CWA) ,  we  have  reviewed  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (Final  EIS)  for  the  "Saugus  River  and  Tributaries 
Flood  Damage  Reduction  Study"  located  in  Lynn,  Malden,  Revere  and 
Saugus,  Massachusetts. 

We  commend  the  Corps  for  initiating  changes  to  the  project  that 
significantly  reduce  impacts  to  intertidal  habitat  and  intertidal 
flats  (i.e.,  redesign  of  the  proposed  Lynn  Harbor  shorefront 
protection  component  so  that  the  dikes  will  be  built  inland  of  the 
toe  of  the  bulkhead  or  shorefront,  and  revision  of  the  actual 
floodgate  structure  so  that  the  dike  will  now  be  a  gravity  wall) . 
The  Regional  Floodgate  Plan  (Option  3)  as  now  proposed  reduces 
aquatic  habitat  impacts  to  the  loss  of  two  acres  of  intertidal  area 
and  one  acre  of  subtidal  area.  These  unavoidable  impacts  are 
associated  with  the  placement  of  fill  (or  structure)  for  the  flood 
barrier,  revetments  and  the  dredging  surrounding  the  proposed  flood 
gates. 

One  significant  concern  about  the  Regional  Floodgate  Plan  is 
whether  it  is  consistent  with  the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Plan  and 
state  water  quality  certification  regulations.  The  designation  of 
the  marsh  estuary  as  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
( ACEC) ,  the  proposed  upgrading  of  the  water  quality  classification 
of  the  Saugus  River  to  "Class  SA",  and  designation  of  the  waters 
as  "Outstanding  Resource  Waters"  (as  addressed  on  page  EIS-48)  will 
result  in  not  only  stricter  protection  of  existing  uses  but 

protection  of  water  quality.  Strict  interpretation  of  the 

antidegradation  provisions  of  the  state's  water  quality  standards 
could  dictate  that  no  discharges  would  be  allowed  within  the 

defined  outstanding  resource  waters,  with  the  construction  of  the 
floodgate  being  considered  a  discharge.  As  you  know  the 

displacement  of  intertidal  mudflats  and  subtidal  area  could  also 
be  considered  an  elimination  of  existing  uses. 
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Second,  increasing  the  frequency  of  closures  of  the  floodgate  due 
to  sea  level  rise  could  be  detrimental  to  the  salt  marsh  and 
estuary  (an  anticipated  40  closures  of  the  proposed  floodgate  per 
year  if  sea  level  rises  by  one  foot  and  500  closures  per  year  if 
sea  level  rises  four  feet) .  We  recommend  that  the  Corps 1  intent 
to  investigate  and  reassess  the  flood  reduction  plan  when  a  sea 
level  rise  of  one  foot  in  elevation  is  achieved  be  a  commitment  in 
the  Record  of  Decision.  We  believe  such  a  re-evaluation  of 
operational  impacts  in  the  future  when  more  definitive  information 
is  available  regarding  sea  level  rise  is  an  appropriate  response 
to  this  issue.  However,  since  one  course  of  action  to  respond  to 
sea  level  rise  without  more  frequent  closure  of  the  flood  gate 
structure  is  construction  of  berms,  dikes,  or  walls  along  the 
upland  edge  of  the  marsh,  we  recommend  that  the  Corps  consider 
future  upland  needs  for  these  berms  now  as  they  map  wetland 
boundaries  and  flood  event  elevations  so  that  future  construction, 
if  needed,  will  not  occur  within  the  marsh  itself. 

Third,  the  Corps  proposes  to  mitigate  the  unavoidable  impacts  by 
removing  a  small  portion  of  the  abandoned  Interstate  95  fill  near 
the  Pines  River  with  the  goal  to  create  one  acre  of  new  subtidal 
area,  two  acres  of  new  intertidal  area,  and  a  half  acre  of  salt 
marsh.  Soft  shell  clams  are  proposed  to  be  transplanted  from 
adjacent  areas  to  the  newly  excavated  intertidal  and  subtidal 
areas.  While  the  Corps  believes  that  this  1:1  acreage  ratio  of 
replacement  is  adequate,  EPA  is  less  certain  about  the  potential 
success  of  clam  flat  creation  and  believes  that  a  larger  acreage 
of  habitat  may  be  required  to  achieve  equivalent  compensation  of 
the  values  lost.  We  request  information  regarding  examples  of 
successful  clam  flat  creation  that  the  Corps  may  have  conducted. 
Further,  as  stated  in  our  August  14,  1989  letter,  EPA  believes 
additional  consideration  of  restoring  hydrologically  restricted 
marshes  as  part  of  the  mitigation  plan  is  warranted.  As  you  know, 
the  February  6,  1990  Memorandum  of  Agreement  between  EPA  and  the 
Corps  on  mitigation  under  the  Clean  Water  Act  Section  404(b)(1) 
Guidelines  cites  restoration  of  existing  degraded  wetlands  as  a 
compensatory  mitigation  action.  We  recommend  that  an  incremental 
analysis  of  mitigation  opportunities  be  conducted  to  explore  both 
alternative  and  additional  compensatory  mitigation  projects  in  the 
estuary  which  might  achieve  far  greater  value  compensation  than  the 
current  proposal.  We  offer  our  assistance  in  working  with  the 
Corps  and  other  resource  agencies  to  develop  and  assess  project 
mitigation  opportunities  in  the  marsh  estuary. 

Finally,  EPA  is  concerned  that  the  maintenance  of  the  current 
hydrological  restriction  to  444  acres  of  marsh  and  former  marsh 
land  (1)  will  not  coincide  with  the  goal  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  to 
restore  and  maintain  the  integrity  of  the  waters  of  the  United 
States,  (2)  will  not  be  compatible  with  the  intent  of  the  ACEC 
designation  of  Rumney  Marsh,  (3)  and  will  not  be  consistent  with 
EPA's  longstanding  environmental  goal  of  restoring  this  area.  The 
flood  reduction  plan's  requirement  for  local  assurance  that  all 
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existing  tidegates  be  maintained  in  operating  order  does  not  allow 
for  the  potential  restoration  of  salt  marsh  through  the  use  of 
self-regulating  tidegates,  which  would  automatically  close  when  the 
tide  reaches  a  pre-determined  high  elevation,  or  other  means.  We 
are  also  concerned  that  the  Corps  insists  that  the  abandoned 
Interstate  95  fill  can  never  be  fully  removed  from  the  marsh,  and 
that  the  hydrological  restriction  caused  by  the  1-95  fill  cannot 
be  removed.  The  basis  for  the  Corps  insistence  of  retention  of  a 
minimum  15  foot  high  (NGVD)  dike  in  place  of  the  1-95  fill  is  that 
certain  areas  received  unintended  flood  protection  from  the  1-95 
fill.  According  to  the  Final  EIS,  the  complete  removal  of  the  I- 
95  fill  would,  even  with  the  Regional  Floodgate  Project,  cause 
flooding  at  normal  high  tides.  He  are  not  convinced  that 
alternative  means  to  protect  these  areas  are  not  feasible,  and 
environmentally  preferable,  to  the  retention  of  the  1-95 
hydrological  restriction. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  Final 
EIS.  Please  contact  Donald  0.  Cooke  of  this  office  at  (617)  565- 
3414,  if  you  have  any  questions  relative  to  our  comments.  We  would 
appreciate  receiving  a  copy  of  your  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  when 
it  becomes  available. 


Sincerely, 


for  Environmental  Review 
Office  of  Government  Relations  and 
Environmental  Review  (RGR-2203) 


cc:  Lt.  Colonel  Stanley  J.  Murphy,  NED  COE 

Robert  G.  Hunt,  Project  Manager,  NED  COE 

William  A.  Hubbard,  Impact  Analysis  Branch,  NED  COE 

William  F.  Lawless,  Chief  Regulatory  Branch,  NED  COE 

Vern  Lana,  US  FWS 

Ralph  Abeie,  US  FWS 

Janet  McCabe,  Director,  MEPA 

Dave  Shepardson,  MEPA 

Daniel  Greenbaum,  Commissioner,  MA  DEP 

Jeff  Benoit,  Director,  MA  CZM 


February  26,  1990 
Director 

Washington  Level  Review  Center 
Departaent  of  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers 
Casey  Building 
Fort  Belvoir ,  VA  22060-5586 

Re:  Flood  Damage  Reduction,  Saugus  River  and  Tributaries,  Lynn,  Malden, 
Revere  and  Saugus,  Massachusetts  Reference:  CWIS  No.  14021 

Dear  Director: 

Staff  of  the  MHC  have  reviewed  the  final  report  entitled  Water  Resources 
Investigation-Feasibility  Report  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and 
Environmental  Impact  Report,  Saugus  River  and  Tributaries,  Flood  Damage 
Reduction  Study,  Lynn,  Malden,  Revere  and  Saugus,  Massachusetts,  which  was 
prepared  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  New  England  Division. 

MHC  feels  that  the  highly  dynamic  nature  of  the  study  area  would  have 
compromised  the  integrity  of  most  prehistoric  archaeological  sites  within  the 
project  area.  Both  the  effects  of  coastal  wave  action  and  changes  in  the 
meandering  of  the  Saugus  River  would  have  impacted  much  of  the  area  and 
limited  the  likelihood  that  prehistoric  archaeological  deposits  would  remain 
intact.  MHC  expects  that  any  significant  prehistoric  archaeological  sites  in 
the  project  area  would  be  located  in  areas  which  were  subject  to  rapid  burial 
through  catastrophic  inundation.  While  the  possibility  of  dry-land  sites 
being  buried  under  marsh-land  vegetation  in  the  project  area  does  exist,  MHC 
feels  that  the  likelihood  of  the  structural  alternatives  having  an  impact  on 
such  a  site  are  very  low. 

MHC  concurs  with  the  findings  in  the  EIS  that  the  non-structural  alternatives 
will  have  no  effect  on  significant  historical  or  archaeological  resources. 

MHC  also  feels  that  the  structural  alternatives  are  unlikely  to  affect  any 
significant  historical  or  archaeological  resources. 


Massachusetts  Historical  Commission,  V.  !erte  A.  Talmage,  Executive  Director,  State  Histone  Presrn'ation 
80  Boylston  Street,  Boston,  Massachusetts  021 16  (61 7)  727-8470 


Office  of  the  Secretary  of  State.  Michael  J.  Connolly.  Secretary 


These  comments  are  offered  In  order  to  assist  in  compliance  with  Section  106 
of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  (36  CFR  800).  If  you  have 
any  questions,  please  feel  free  to  contact  Peter  Mills  or  Brona  Simon  at  this 
office. 


Sincerely, 


65 'tifo 


"Valerie  A.  Talmage 
Executive  Director 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
Massachsuetts  Historical  Commission 


xc:  Marie  Bourassa,  ACE 


U.S  Department 
of  Transportation 

United  States 
Coast  Guard 


Commandant 

United  States  Coast  Guard 


Washington.  0  C  20593*0001 
Staff  Symoei:  C-MPS-1 


Phone:  (202)  267-0504 
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Mr.  Kenneth  H.  Murdock 
Director 

Washington  Level  Review  Center 

ATTN:  CEWRC-WLR-I 

Kingman  Building 

Fort  Bel voir ,  VA  22060-5576 

Dear  Mr.  Murdock: 

This  la  in  response  to  your  letter  of  January  17,  1990,  in  which  you 
transmitted  four  copies  of  the  proposed  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  on 
Saugus  River  and  Tributaries,  Massachusetts,  the  report  of  the  division 
engineer  and  a  final  environmental  impact  statement  (FEIS).  We  have  reviewed 
the  reports  and  FEIS  and  have  no  comments  to  offer. 

Thank  you  for  providing  the  opportunity  for  review  of  the  Saugus  River  reports 
and  FEIS. 


Commander,  U.S.  Coast  Guard 
Chief,  Port  Operations  Branch 
Port  Safety  and  Security  Branch 
By  direction  of  the  Commandant 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON,  D.O  20340 


MAR  20  1990 

ER  90/54 


Mr.  Kenneth  H.  Murdock 

Director,  Washington  Level  Review  Center 

ATTN:  CEWRC-WLR-I 

Kingman  Building 

Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia  22080-5576 

Dear  Mr.  Murdock: 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  has  reviewed  the  Chief  of  Engineers  proposed  report, 
other  pertinent  reports,  and  final  environmental  statement  for  Saugus  River  and 
Tributaries,  Massachusetts.  We  have  the  following  comments  and  recommendations. 

We  find  the  feasibility  report  and  final  environmental  impact  statement  considerably 
improved  from  the  draft  documents.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  made  several 
substantial  project  modifications  which  would  significantly  reduce  project  impacts  on 
fish  and  willdife  resources  of  national  concern.  These  modifications  include  eliminating 
intertidal  filling  for  the  Lynn  Harbor  dikes  and  acquisition  of  the  estuarine  storage  area 
to  insure  its  integrity.  More  detailed  analyses  of  non-structural  solutions  and  sea-level 
rise  have  also  been  provided. 

However,  the  potential  for  significant  long-term  impacts  to  the  Saugus  River  estuary 
from  operation  of  the  regional  floodgate  plan  continues  to  be  a  serious  concern.  Our 
concerns  with  long-term  ecological  impacts  and  conflicts  with  Federal  conservation 
mandates  have  been  outlined  in  previous  coordination  and  comments  on  the  project, 
including  the  final  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  Report  dated  May  4,  1989, 
comments  on  the  draft  feasibility  report  dated  July  21,  1989,  and  the  Department  of 
Interior  August  4,  1989,  comments  on  the  draft  feasibility  report/draft  environmental 
impact  statement. 

The  floodgate  may  impact  fish  and  other  estuary-dependent  resources  that  would  have  to 
pass  through  the  structure.  The  ten  flushing  gates  currently  proposed  would  be  the 
minimum  necessary  for  fish  passage  and  estuary  flushing.  The  Corps  indicates  this 
number  may  be  reduced  if  the  size  of  the  navigation  gate  is  increased.  Clearly,  the 
ultimate  level  of  biological  impact  remains  unknown. 

The  most  significant  unresolved  environmental  issue  is  the  potential  for  long-term 
impacts  on  the  estuarine  ecosystem.  Future  project-induced  changes  in  estuary  dynamics 
may  range  from  minor  to  highly  significant,  depending  on  future  rates  of  sea-level  rise. 


Mr.  Keancth  B,  ttvdock 
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As  notAd  Jn  tbe .  Corp  -analysis  of  sea  level  rise,  potential  adverse  impacts  from  an 
increasinf  frequency  of  floodgate  operation  would  include  reductions  in  marsh 
sedimentation  rates,  changes  in  the  vegetative  composition  of  the  marsh,  and  impacts  to 
water  quality.  The  Corps  also  notes  that  fish  species  which  spawn  on  sandy  or  gravelly 
substrate,  such  as  alewife  blueback  herring,  and  winter  flounder,  could  be  impacted  by  2m 
decreased  long-term  flushing  of  the  estuary.  The  Corps  acknowledges  that  project 
impacts  and  operational  efficiency  will  need  to  be  reevaluated  in  the  future  as  sea  level 
rises.  Major  operational  and  structural  modifications,  such  as  the  construction  of  dikes 
and  walls  around  the  periphery  of  the  estuary,  may  be  needed  in  response  to  expected 
changes  in  environmental  conditions.  Since  the  impact  of  such  actions  could  be  severe 
and  cannot  be  predicted  with  any  degree  of  certainty  at  this  time,  we  continue  to 
recommend  against  construction  of  the  floodgate  plan. 

Construction  and  operation  of  the  project  would  limit  future  options  for  responding  to 
coastal  flooding  from  sea  level  rise.  The  regional  flood  control  project  is  inconsistent 
with  the  intent  of  current  Federal  policies  and  laws,  such  as  the  Estuarine  Areas  Act, 
Coastal  Barriers  Resources  Act,  National  Flood  Insurance  Act,  Executive  Order  11988  3 

(Floodplains)  and  Executive  Order  11990  (Wetlands),  which  discourage  Federal  support  of 
development  within  estuaries  and  other  environmentally  sensitive  areas.  Significant 
development  would  likely  occur  within  the  SPN  (standard  project  northeaster)  floodplain 
during  the  35  year  project  life,  creating  substantial  public  pressure  to  continue  flood 
protection  for  such  development  regardless  of  economic  or  environmental  costs. 

Given  the  high  degree  of  uncertainty  regarding  project  impacts  on  estuarine  dynamics 
and  future  public  policy  decisions,  we  continue  to  recommend  that  non-structural  JL. 
solutions  to  coastal  flooding  be  implemented  in  the  study  area.  Non-structural  solutions 
would  not  adversely  impact  fish  and  wildlife  resources  nor  would  they  have  the  potential 
for  wide  ranging,  long-term  ecological  impacts. 

We  hope  these  comments  will  be  of  assistance. 


Sincerely, 


(/ 


on&than  P.  Deason 
Director 

OTfice  of  Environmental  Affairs 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  QP  COMMERCE 

NatkMia!  Oeaania  ami  Atmaaptiarte  MminittratiM 

NATIONAL  MARINE  FISHERIES  SERVICE 

Northeast  Region 

Management  Division 

Habitat  Conservation  Branch 

One  Blackburn  Drive 

Gloucester,  MA  01930-2298  •. , 

April  17,  1990  V''  ^ 


Joseph  L.  Ignazio 
Chief,  Planning  Division 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
424  Trapelo  Road 
Waltham,  MA  02254 


Dear  Mr.  Ignazio: 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  made  significant  positive  changes  in  the 
project  since  the  Draft  report  for  the  Saugus  Flood  prevention 
project.  Project  impacts  of  the  Regional  Floodgate  Plan  (Option 
3)  will  be  the  loss  of  two  acres  of  intertidal  habitat  and  one  acre 
of  subtidal  habitat,  both  containing  shellfish.  This  impact  is 
associated  with  the  placement  of  fill  for  the  flood  barrier, 
revetments,  and  the  dredging  surrounding  the  proposed  flood  gates. 
However,  the  repeated  closing  of  the  floodgate  and  the  projected  ( 
sea  level  rise  has  the  potential  of  causing  major  adverse 
environmental  impacts  to  marine  resources  and  associated  habitats. 

Our  major  concerns  are  listed  below  in  11  categories. 


1.  Alternatives  .  The  floodgate  alternative  proposed  by  the  Corps 
(the  preferred  alternative,  option  3)  represents  an  unsound 
investment  in  the  fight  against  natural  forces.  This  is  a  classic 
barrier  beach/salt  marsh  system  which  is  constantly  changing.  No 
matter  how  much  we  battle  nature  we  may  lose  as  the  sea-level  rises 
and  natural  forces  of  wind  and  waves  prevail.  Federal  and  State 
policies  discourage  building  in  floodplains  and  on  barrier  beaches. 
Most  of  the  high  rise  buildings  along  Revere  Beach  were  designed 
to  withstand  some  flooding.  Therefore,  federal  investment  in  this 
project  is  seriously  question' *  The  federal  government  should 
only  be  involved  in  long-term  solutions  that  are  compatible  with 
the  natural  ecosystem  and  make  sound  land  use  and  public  safety 
sense.  The  floodgate  alternative  is  an  example  of  the  government 
paying  for  flood  protection  in  a  flood  hazard  area  that  should 
never  have  been  developed.  Worse,  the  floodgate  would  likely 
encourage  further  development. 

Option  2,  the  nonstructural  alternative  that  we  prefer,  is  the  only 
long-term  alternative  the  federal  government  should  be  considering. 
Even  Revere  prefers  nonstructural  alternatives  along  the  shore- 
front  area,  such  as  dune  protection  and  sand  replenishment  instead 
of  an  armor  stone  revetment.  Another  potential  alternative  flood- 


control  Mftsur*  would  be  to  purchmsm  undeveloped  land  in  the 
floodplain  zona  around  tha  estuary  to  limit  its  development  and  to 
provide  a  buffer  between  the  estuary  and  manmade  developments. 
The  undeveloped  land  could  be  used  for  additional  flood  storage 
capacity.  A  requirement  of  this  project  should  be  to  direct 
communities  to  legislate  for  strong  flood-control  measures  either 
by  prohibiting  development  or  requiring  developers  to  "floodproof" 
their  buildings. 

The  Corps  stated  that  this  project  will  not  induce  further 
development  but  will  cause  a  shift  from  less  concentrated  uses  to 
more  highly  concentrated  uses.  In  addition,  the  Corps  has  stated 
that  natural  forces  like  sea-level  rise  may  cause  additional  flood 
damage  in  the  future.  This  will  require  further  government 
expenditures  to  protect  those  new  developments,  and  will  place 
additional  pressure  on  the  natural  system.  An  example  of  this 
intensive  development  is  the  2.S  million  square  foot  development 
currently  planned  by  the  Trans  Continental  Development  Corporation 
within  the  project  area.  This  multiple  use  development  would 
include  office,  retail,  hotel,  and  condominium  {800  units)  uses. 
The  Massachusetts  Coastal  Zone  Management  Office  (MCZK)  stated  that 
this  project  will  induce  development  as  flood-control  structures 
give  an  appearance  of  the  area  being  safe  for  development.  The 
NMFS  concurs  with  MCZM.  We  must  be  prepared  to  make  difficult 
decisions  to  abandon  ecologically  unsound  development  in  the 
coastal  flood  plain. 

2.  cpnflLista..  with  Existing  Uvs  and..  Regulations^  The  floodgate 
alternative  may  be  contrary  to  the  intent  of  the  Coastal  Zone 
Management  Act.  The  plan  does  not  promote  marine  resource 
management  objectives  for  avoiding  development  in  wetlands.  Also, 
it  represents  unsound  policy  to  be  spending  federal  and  state  money 
in  flood  hazard  areas.  Executive  Order  11988  -  Protection  of 
Wetlands  may  be  violated  as  this  project  would  cause  increased 
development  in  the  flood  plain  and  cause  further  wetland 
deterioration.  It  may  violate  the  anti-degradation  regulations  of 
the  Clean  Water  Act.  If  the  floodgates  are  not  maintained  or  are 
closed  too  often,  water  quality  in  the  estuary  would  be  degraded. 
The  state's  designation  of  the  marsh  as  an  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  and  the  resultant  proposed  upgrading  of  the 
water  quality  classification  in  this  area  as  a  "Outstanding 
Resources  Water"  may  prohibit  filling.  Also,  this  project  may 
establish  a  precedent  for  other  barrier-beach  areas  to  consider 
closing  off  a  natural  ecosystem  with  manmade  barriers  for  flood- 
protection  measures. 

This  project  may  violate  the  Anadromous  Fish  Conservation  Act 
because  the  floodgate  would  constrict  water  flow  and  cause  fish 
passage  problems  at  the  mouth  of  the  Saugus  River.  The  Corps 
should  investigate  impacts  on  anadromous  fish  and  their  habitat. 

Also,  in  violation  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act,  the 


Corps  did  not  givs  full  consideration  to  the  recreation 
opportunities  presented  by  this  project.  The  project  affords 
excellent  opportunities  for  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 

The  Corps  has  authority  to  spend  $400,000  to  enhance  wetlands  under 
Section  150  of  the  1976  Water  Resource  Development  Act.  A 
discussion  of  how  this  Act  could  benefit  wetlands  should  be 
included  in  the  final  project  report. 

3.  Flood  Gate  Impacts  and  Sea  Level  Rise.  The  Corps  states  that 
sea-level  rise  will  not  cause  undue  stress  on  the  environmental 
resources  (Vol.  7  -  p23)  associated  with  this  project.  The  NMFS 
agrees  with  the  Massachusetts  Division  of  Marine  Fisheries,  which 
does  not  support  this  conclusion. 

The  potential  impacts  on  juvenile  and  adult  fish  need  to  be 
investigated  to  determine  if  fish  will  traverse  the  floodgate 
without  significant  impacts.  Increased  floodgate  closures  will 
change  the  salinity  levels  (location  of  the  salt  wedge) ,  reduce 
dissolved  oxygen,  increase  pollutants,  reduce  detrital  export,  and 
reduce  sediment  recharge  to  the  estuary.  These  factors  could 
change  the  spawning  and  rearing  success  of  resident  and  anadromous 
fish  and  also  impact  many  benthic  organisms.  For  instance,  if 
salinity  changes  are  significant,  an  undesirable  increase  in 
i  aundince  of  Phragmites  may  occur  along  the  edge  of  the  marsh. 
I  so,  habitat  types  could  change  resulting  in  greater  replacement 
l .  marsh  by  open  water.  The  Corps  stated  they  cannot  quantify  the 
impacts  at  this  time  but  agree  that  over  time  there  will  be 
impacts.  The  NMFS  is  concerned  with  the  long-term  impacts  and 
believes  there  is  a  need  to  monitor  these  changes  if  the  floodgate 
project  is  built.  A  more  comprehensive  study  is  needed  of  the 
effects  the  floodgate  will  have  on  the  estuary  as  a  result  of 
constricting  water  flow  and  in  the  event  of  sea  level  rise. 

As  the  sea  level  rises,  the  Corps  proposes  to  build  walls  or  dikes 
around  the  estuary  in  the  upland  to  contain  flood  waters  and 
increase  flood  storage  area.  The  EIS  (p8)  states  that  the  cost 
would  likely  be  offset  by  eliminating  the  increased  cost  of 
operating  and  maintaining  the  floodgates  from  more  frequent  use. 
If  it  is  inevitable  that  sea  level  will  rise  significantly,  the 
Corps  should  not  ignore  this  in  the  project  report  but  should 
include  an  alternative  of  building  walls  or  dikes  around  the 
estuary  in  the  upland  and  rethink  the  alternative  of  the  floodgate 
structure.  The  NMFS  supports  the  MCZM  office's  request  that  the 
project  be  designed  to  accommodate  a  one-foot  sea-level  rise.  If 
the  proposed  plan  does  not  take  this  into  consideration, 
potentially  needed  lands  for  the  construction  of  future  local 
upland  berms,  or  dikes,  will  be  developed  and  therefore  not 
available.  In  this  instance,  project  modifications  to  lessen 
impacts  from  increased  floodgate  closures  may  be  impossible  and  may 
directly  impact  the  marsh  by  requiring  additional  dikes  and  walls 
in  the  marsh  itself. 
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4.  Cumulative  Impacts,  The  discussion  in  this  section  was  of 
insufficient  detail  to  assess  the  cumulative  impacts  of  the 
project.  This  ecosystem  has  been  impacted  by  many  years  of  urban 
development  and  consequently  most  of  the  habitat  has  been  degraded 
or  lost.  According  to  Gooselink  and  Lee  (Cumulative  Impact 
Assessment,  Journal  of  the  Society  of  Wetland  Scientists,  Volume 
9,  Special  Issue,  1989,  p93)  "In  order  to  assess  the  cumulative 
impact  status  of  an  area  it  is  necessary  to  select  an  appropriate 
scale  of  analysis,  characterize  the  'health'  of  the  landscape  unit, 
and  consider  the  assessment  in  the  context  of  the  whole  area."  The 
Corps  did  not  use  any  cumulative  assessment  techniques  to  determine 
cumulative  impacts. 

5.  Mitigation.  It  could  not  be  determined  what  criteria  were 
used  to  locate  the  mitigation  site.  Also,  the  mitigation  plan  does 
not  have  a  mechanism  to  determine  the  success  or  failure  of  the 
plan.  The  Corps  needs  to  develop  measurable  criteria  that  can  be 
used  to  judge  success.  It  is  recommended  that  this  District  use 
the  Waterways  Experiment  Station,  which  has  a  team  of  experts  in 
wetland  restoration,  to  help  redesign  its  mitigation  plan. 

The  document  states  that  the  shellfish  transplants  and  other 
plantings  would  be  surveyed  after  four  years  and  the  shellfish 
densities  would  be  expected  to  approach  a  2nd  year  recruitment 
population.  Also,  the  Corps  states  that  if  the  site  does  not 
contain  any  shellfish  another  transplant  will  be  attempted  as  well 
as  an  ecological  study  of  why  the  transplants  failed.  To  determine 
the  success  or  failure  of  transplants,  a  long-term  monitoring  study 
of  the  mitigation  site  should  be  conducted  from  the  start  of  the 
transplanting  program.  Furthermore,  the  criterion  to  determine 
success  (at  least  80%  of  the  normal  densities  of  2nd  year 
recruitment  population)  should  be  specified  in  the  final  document. 
If  the  monitoring  study  is  adequate  and  the  mitigation  plan  fails, 
monitoring  will  be  critical  to  determine  the  feasibility  and 
success  of  the  second  transplanting. 

Since  most  restoration  attempts  have  been  failures  to  date,  it  is 
important  to  have  a  backup  plan.  The  most  important  step  in  any 
plan  should  be  an  extensive  study  of  the  hydrology  and  topography 
of  the  site.  If  the  appropriate  elevations  can  be  established  then 
the  vegetation  and  organisms  will  have  a  greater  chance  of  success. 

Also,  the  mitigation  ratio  of  1:1  replacement  is  too  low.  It 
takes  time  (many  years)  for  habitat  to  regain  full  productivity. 
Additionally,  man  has  not  been  very  successful  in  restoring  the 
full  productivity  of  natural  environments.  Therefore,  the 
replacement  ratio  should  be  determined  by  using  a  habitat-based 
method  such  as  Habitat  Evaluation  Procedure  (HEP)  and  the  known 
success  rates  of  these  kinds  of  projects. 

6.  Enhancement.  The  project  should  include  simple  measures  to 
enhance  the  estuary.  This  area  is  designated  an  Area  of  Critical 


Environmental  Concern  and  should  be  treated  as  one.  A  major 
opportunity  for  habitat  improvement  exists  with  removal  or 
reconfiguring  the  1-95  fill.  The  fill  is  currently  a  wasteland 
and  nothing  is  growing  in  it.  Motorcycles  and  other  vehicles  are 
constantly  tearing  up  the  embankment  and  causing  continuous  erosion 
into  the  estuary.  The  document  does  not  present  a  convincing 
argument  that  the  1-95  fill  serves  the  only  flood  control  measure 
to  protect  East  Saugus.  It  may  only  prevent  nuisance  flooding. 
A  mitigation  plan  should  investigate  removal  of  the  1-95  fill.  The 
fill  could  be  used  to  build  low  berms  along  East  Saugus  to  protect 
that  community.  At  the  very  least,  the  1-95  fill  on  the  Malden 
side  of  the  river  could  be  removed.  This  would  be  more  important 
for  the  estuary  ecosystem  as  a  whole  than  creating  clam  beds. 
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The  channel  opening  at  the  1-95  embankment  is  too  narrow.  The 
Corps  states  in  their  EIS  (p45)  that  restrictive  channel  opening 
at  the  1-95  embankment  reduces  in  the  upper  Pines  River  portion  of 
the  estuary.  The  opening  at  the  1-95  embankment  should  be  widened 
so  the  estuary  can  return  to  its  natural  state.  If  all  the  fill  / 
is  not  removed,  at  least  a  few  breaks  in  the  fill  are  needed  to 
improve  flushing/circulation  in  the  estuary  and  to  stop  the  use  of 
this  area  by  motorized  vehicles.  This  will  reduce  the  erosion  and 
allow  the  area  to  regain  some  of  its  natural  characteristics. 


7.  Design.  The  Corps  stated  in  the  final  design  that  the  floodgate 
structure  may  be  improved.  'May  be'  is  not  acceptable.  The  Corps 
should  be  committed  to  implementing  the  very  best  design  possible  / 
to  improve  flow  through  the  floodgate.  Such  statements  imply  that 
the  very  best  design  to  minimize  damage  to  the  environment  has  not 
been  adopted. 


8.  Recreation  Opportunities.  The  floodgate  structure  will  be  built 
a  few  feet  in  front  of  the  State  Fishing  Pier,  which  will  impact 
the  recreational  opportunities  offered  by  the  pier.  This  is  a 
popular  fishing  spot  for  winter  flounder,  pollock,  lobster  and 
crab.  Since  this  project  has  been  recently  approved  by  the  Board  j 
of  Engineers  in  Washington  D.C.,  it  is  important  that  the  Corps  ' 
incorporate  changes  into  its  next  planning\engineering  stage.  At 
this  stage,  the  Corps  needs  to  add  enhancement  and  complete  a 
hazardous  analysis  on  the  floodgate  structure  in  order  to  include 
recreational  access  to  the  floodgate  structure. 


Also,  recreation  is  determined  to  be  100%  nonfederal  cost  share  but 
this  gives  no  incentive  to  the  local  sponsor  to  add  recreation  to 
this  project.  This  should  be  changed  to  allow  some  federal  cost 
share  to  improve  the  project  for  the  general  public.  The  impacts 
to  recreational  fishing  opportunities  should  be  discussed  in  the 
final  project  report. 


9.  Acquisition  of  Land.  It  is  not  clear  if  this  project  is  going 
to  use  fee  title  or  easements  to  protect  flood  storage.  NMFS 
recommends  fee  acquisition  of  the  estuary.  This  will  allow  better 
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protection  of  the  estuary  in  the  future.  Easements  usually  cost 
roughly  80%  or  more  of  fee  acquisition.  Acquisition  would  ensure 
that  estuary  productivity  could  slowly  be  restored. 

10.  Incremental  Analysis.  The  Corp's  Incremental  Cost  Analysis 
(ICA)  needs  to  be  re-calculated  (Appendix  K  -  Part  II) .  First, 
the  mitigation  ratio  of  the  1:1  was  not  justified  appropriately. 
It  states  in  the  incremental  analysis  that  the  new  marsh  would 
require  approximately  10  years  to  establish  and  approach  the 
ecological  value  of  the  existing  marsh.  The  Corps  divides  acre- 
years  lost  by  100-year  project  life  to  arrive  at  the  number  of 
acres  it  must  compensate  for.  A  HEP  should  have  been  used  to 
determine  the  replacement  ratio.  HEP  can  determine  how  many  years 
it  would  take  to  develop  a  clam  site  that  approached  the  ecological 
value  of  the  existing  marsh. 

The  Corps  should  reconsider  its  own  guidelines  in  developing  the 
ICA.  The  purpose  of  the  ICA  is  to  help  determine  the  most  cost 
effective  way  to  mitigate  habitat  losses.  An  ICA  discussion  of 
alternatives  and  increments  to  evaluate  should  be  presented  in  the 
final  document.  There  are  alternatives  that  for  the  same  amount 
of  money  could  generate  greater  environmental  (habitat)  benefits 
than  the  currently  proposed  mitigation  plan.  To  determine  the  most 
cost-effective  approach  a  realistic  range  of  increments  and 
alternatives  should  be  explored.  The  Sacramento  River  Deepening 
Project  in  California  is  a  good  example  of  an  ICA.  The  New  England 
District  should  consider  reviewing  that  plan  for  comparison 
purposes . 

The  Corps  should  more  accurately  quantify  the  loss  values  of  the 
wetlands  and  associated  resources.  The  commercial  value  of  f infish 
and  shellfish  were  the  only  parameters  considered.  This  is  a 
popular  recreational  f infishing  and  shell fishing  area  that 
generates  many  recreational  benefits  and  need  to  be  fully 
considered. 

11.  Conclusion.  We  recommend  that  the  Corps  revise  the  FEIS  and 
file  a  Supplemental  FEIS  to  consider  the  concerns  discussed  above. 
If  this  is  not  possible  then  these  concerns  should  be  discussed  in 
the  next  planning  stage.  Since  frequent  closures  of  the  floodgate 
would  adversely  impact  the  marsh  and  fishery  communities,  the 
project  should  be  designed  to  accommodate  a  one-foot  rise  in  sea 
level.  The  nonstructural  alternative,  Option  Two,  was  not  fully 
discussed  in  the  FEIS  and  should  be  re-examined  as  well  as  the  ICA, 
Cumulative  Impact  Analysis,  and  Mitigation  Plan.  Also,  if  the 
project  is  built,  then  a  long-term  monitoring  program  should  be 
implemented.  Furthermore,  since  there  is  a  potential  to  improve 
the  recreational  opportunities  and  enhance  the  fish  and  wildlife 
values  of  the  estuary,  a  recreational  plan  should  be  added. 
Finally,  Section  150  of  the  1976  Water  Resources  Development  Act 
allows  the  Corps  to  spend  $400,000,  at  federal  cost,  to  enhance 
wetlands  and  another  $400,000  to  enhance  fishery  resources  because 
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of  th®  potential  to  caus®  significant  adv®rs®  impacts  to  marine 
resources.  If  th®  proj«ct  w«r®  to  b«  implemented,  w®  recoaaend 
that  th®  Corps  obiigat®  th«s®  funds  toward  ®nhancea«nt  of  these 
resources . 


If  you  hav®  any  questions,  picas®  contact  Gr«g  Mann*sto  at  (508) 
281-9340  or  Chris  Mantraris  at  (508)  281-9346. 


Sincerely, 


Thoaas  E.  Bigford 
Branch  Chief 
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CERTIFICATE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

ON  THE 

FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


PROJECT  NAME 
PROJECT  LOCATION 
EOEA  NUMBER 
PROJECT  PROPONENT 
DATE  NOTICED  IN  MONITOR 


Flood  Damage  Reduction  Study 
Lynn,  Malden,  Revere  and  Saugus 
6497 

U.S.  Army,  Corps  of  Engineers 
January  20,  1990 


The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  herein  issues  a 
statement  that  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  submitted  on 
the  above  project  adequately  and  properly  complies  with  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act  (G.L. ,c.3Q,s6l-62H)  and 
with  its  implementing  regulations  (301  CMR  11.00). 

The  comment  letters  from  state  agencies  who  have  a  major 
role  in  the  implementation  of  this  project  indicate  a  continuing 
significant  difference  in  philosophy  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
co-proponents  with  the  state,  regarding  the  advisability  of  this 
project  as  it  relates  to  new  development  along  the  state's 
coastline  and  protection  of  development  already  in  place.  My 
office  has  designated  the  Metropolitan  District  Commission  as 
lead  state  agency  for  flood  control  efforts  for  the  Saugus  River 
Estuary,  and  the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Office  must  find 
consistency  in  both  the  state  and  federal  actions  to  that  end. 

The  larger  question  is  whether  this  project  represents  sound 
policy  and  is  one  for  which  state  funds  should  be  expended. 

However,  the  question  of  the  moment  is  whether  the  Final  EIR 
has  presented  an  analysis  sufficient  to  describe  the  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  the  project  if  it  is  pursued  and  if 
sufficient  mitigation  has  been  presented  to  allow  all  state 
agencies  to  either  avoid  or  minimize  those  impacts.  It  is  to 
this  question  that  I  will  address  the  current  Certificate.  The 
decision  as  to  whether  this  project  represents  an  appropriate 
expenditure  of  public  funds  at  this  time  is  one  which  I  and  the 
relevant  agencies  within  my  Secretariat  will  resolve  in  the  near 
term. 


Among  the  important  issues  and  requests  contained  in  the 
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comment  letters  are:  the  viability  of  the  marsh,  the  role  of 
major  storms  in  the  sediment  budget  of  the  marsh,  the  ability  to 
retrofit  the  proposed  structures  in  the  event  of  a  3  to  4  foot 
sea  level  rise,  the  effectiveness  of  flood  proofing  and 
evacuation,  the  responsibility  of  the  facility  manager,  the  lack 
of  a  Draft  Section  61  finding,  the  role  of  the  communities  in  the 
management  of  the  area,  final  cost  sharing  responsibilities,  land 
acquisition  responsibilities,  requests  for  preparation  of  a 
generic  environmental  impact  report  and  a  request  for  major  and 
complicated  designation  under  the  MEPA  regulations.  These  issues 
are  addressed  individually  below.  It  is  my  conclusion  that  they 
have  been  sufficiently  addressed  to  allow  the  decisions  to  be 
made  as  required  by  law. 

MARSH  VITALITY  -  Several  commentors  suggest  that  by 
stopping  the  peak  of  flooding  events,  the  marsh  complex  would 
shift  in  composition  and  boundary.  It  should  be  noted  that  all 
marshes  have  been  identified  as  existing  below  elevation  7.  The 
proposed  operation  of  the  tide/storm  barriers  calls  for  closure 
of  the  barrier  when  the  tide  event  has  reached  elevation  7,  when 
all  marsh  would  be  inundated.  At  that  time  the  Saugus  River 
would  continue  to  flow  and  most  of  the  tributary  land  area  not 
blocked  by  tide  gates  would  continue  to  drain  as  well.  Thus  the 
water  level  behind  the  barrier  will  peak  at  levels  above 
elevation  7.  In  addition,  wind  action  within  the  estuary  will 
continue  to  act  on  the  water  body  to  create  internal  circulation 
and  tend  to  decrease  salinity  gradients  as  at  present.  Since  no 
significant  changes  in  tidal  exchange,  or  low  or  mid  tide  levels 
are  anticipated  with  the  main  gate  and  the  "tainter"  gates,  I 
agree  with  the  EIR  conclusions  that  mitigation  has  been  included 
to  minimize  the  potential  marsh  impacts  of  the  storm  barrier. 

MARSH  BUILD-UP  -  Commentors  have  suggested  that  storm 
event  sediment  transport  will  be  crucial  to  the  survival  of  the 
salt  marsh  with  sea  level  rise.  It  should  be  noted  that  the 
estuary  is  located  behind  a  barrier  beach  which  would  be  expected 
to  contribute  significant  quantities  of  sand  (sediments)  during 
future  storm  events  with  sea  level  rise  if  it  were  not  heavily 
developed  and  protected  by  structures  at  this  time.  The 
combination  of  these  two  factors  limits  the  quantity  of  sand 
which  would  occur  as  a  result  of  overwashes.  The  second  major 
source  of  sediments  are  those  from  the  river  system.  These  are 
not  changed  by  the  barrier,  or  may  be  enhanced  slightly  as  the 
flow  gradient  may  continue  longer  into  the  basin  behind  the 
barrier.  The  last  source  of  sediments  is  from  reversals  in  river 
flow.  Sediments  delivered  to  the  mouth  of  the  river  can  move 
some  distance  upstream.  In  the  case  of  the  Saugus  River,  the 
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protection  of  Nahant  and  its  causeway  limit  the  ability  of  storms 
to  deliver  sediments  to  the  river  mouth.  Only  storms  from  the 
Southeast  are  significant  in  moving  sands  from  the  River  beach  to 
the  river  mouth.  With  the  gates  open  until  the  storm  surge 
reaches  7  feet,  a  significant  period  of  sediment  transport  is 
preserved.  Only  long  term  monitoring  of  marshes  will  determine 
if  they  can  adjust  to  sea  level  changes  as  they  occur.  This  EIR 
is  not  the  place  to  require  such  basic  research. 

WETLAND  MITIGATION  -  Comment or s  have  identified  the  state 
policy  as  requiring  greater  than  one  for  one  compensation  for 
loss  of  wetland  resource  areas.  I  concur  with  that  information 
and  conclude  that  enough  information  is  contained  in  the  DEIR  and 
FEIR  for  the  appropriate  state  agencies  to  require  the  needed 
mitigation.  The  DEIR  identified  greater  areas  for  mitigation  as 
the  amount  of  area  thought  to  be  altered  was  much  greater.  I 
conclude  that  the  state  regulatory  programs  can  require  the 
needed  mitigation  as  they  evaluate  the  project  for  the  needed 
variances.  There  is  a  provision  in  the  Wetland  Protection  Act  to 
allow  the  DEP  to  rule  on  wetland  alteration  projects  prior  to  the 
conservation  commissions  when  the  project  involves  more  than  one 
community.  That  process  appears  appropriate  in  this  instance. 

FACILITY  CHANGES  DUE  TO  SEA  LEVEL  RISE  -  The  EIR  has 
stated  that  the  structures  will  be  designed  so  that  sea  level 
changes  up  to  3  or  4  feet  can  be  accommodated  if  future  study 
determines  that  such  changes  are  desirable,  feasible  and 
environmentally  acceptable.  A  request  by  the  state  sponsor  for 
the  Corps  to  conduct  an . investigation  under  the  Corps  Section  216 
authority  for  modifications  to  authorized  projects  would  initiate 
the  study.  The  capability  to  respond  to  sea  level  rise  has  been 
requested  by  state  agencies. 

EVACUATION/ FLOODPROOFING  -  Comments  indicate  that  many 
feel  that  evacuation  and  floodproofing  are  viable  options  and 
must  be  used  to  avoid  any  of  the  identified  impacts  to  the 
environment.  I  am  persuaded  by  the  evidence  in  the  EIR  that 
flooding  events  in  this  particular  estuary  are  difficult  to 
predict  in  time  to  allow  orderly  evacuation.  Study  has  indicated 
that  combinations  of  events  during  the  storm  are  in  many  cases 
crucial  to  the  decision  making  and  many  false  emergencies  would 
have  to  be  declared  under  the  existing  conditions.  This 
information  will  be  further  reviewed  as  the  state  decides  whether 
to  endorse  and  participate  in  the  recommended  project. 

FACILITY  MANAGEMENT  -  The  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
determined  that  it  can  not  manage  the  proposed  facility  and  that 
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the  state  proponent  would  be  the  likely  manager.  Assuming  that 
the  determination  is  made  to  proceed  with  this  project,  I  agree 
that  this  is  acceptable  and  that  the  management  agency  must  be 
responsible  for  both  operation  and  maintenance  of  all  facilities 
and  that  the  agency  must  also  take  an  aggressive  stance  in 
following  all  proposed  development  in  the  flood  storage  area  and 
the  adjacent  floodplain.  The  basin  will  operate  as  in  inland 
flood  storage  areas  after  construction  of  a  flood  barrier  and  any 
loss  of  flood  storage  capacity  will  be  significant  and  must  be, 
under  the  Wetlands  Protection  Act,  compensated.  The  manager  will 
be  aggrieved  under  any  Order  of  Conditions  which  does  not  protect 
the  flood  storage,  and  must  therefore  appeal  the  decision  to  the 
state.  I  will,  through  the  MEPA  Unit,  make  sure  that  all 
projects  requiring  MEPA  review  are  consistent  with  this 
requirement.  The  ACEC  status  of  the  estuary  will  bring  most 
proposed  alterations  within  the  estuary  under  MEPA  review.  A 
further  responsibility  of  management  will  be  to  bring  to  the 
attention  to  appropriate  local,  state  and  federal  agencies,  any 
flood  plain  activity  which  has  not  been  seen  through  the 
permitting  process.  I  expect  that  a  comprehensive  management 
document  determining  local,  state  and  federal  responsibilities 
will  be  developed  prior  to  any  construction,  and  I  encourage  all 
interested  parties  to  follow  its  development.  The  Environmental 
Monitor  can  serve  as  a  vehicle  to  publicize  developments. 

STATE/LOCAL  FUNDING  -  Once  the  environmental  review  is 
completed  it  is  time  to  work  out  the  split  in  responsibility 
between  the  state  and  the  local  communities  who  benefit  from  the 
flood  protection.  I  fully  expect  this  to  be  resolved  prior  to 
state  commitment  to  the  program. 

ACQUISITION  OF  FLOOD  STORAGE  LANDS  -  Comments  have 
suggested  that  the  land  acquisition  may  not  occur.  It  is  my 
position  that  the  land  acquisition  is  now  a  part  of  the  program 
and  that  it  must  occur.  If  that  fact  should  change,  the 
environmental  review  of  the  project  would  be  reopened  in  response 
to  notification  of  project  change. 

SECTION  61  FINDINGS  -  The  most  serious  issue  raised  is  the 
lack  of  Draft  Section  61  findings  in  the  document  as  required  by 
the  scope  and  again  in  the  Certificate  on  the  DEIR.  I  am 
disappointed  that  the  draft  is  not  included,  but  conclude  that 
its  absence  is  not  fatal  as  several  summaries  of  impacts  and 
mitigation  are  included.  These  include  Table  5.1  of  Section  2, 
Table  1  following  page  EIS-2  of  Section  2  and  the  last  pages  of 
Appendix  K.  I  should  note  that  some  of  the  conclusions  as  to 
potential  impact  are  given  after  redesign  to  minimize  impacts  and 
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the  Section  61  Findings  should  so  indicate.  My  call  for  a  Draft 
finding  in  the  EIR  was  to  assist  all  state  agencies  in  carrying 
out  their  mandated  responsibilities.  In  lieu  of  the  Draft  in  the 
EIR,  I  ask  that  the  state  sponsor  prepare  a  Draft  finding  which  I 
will  publish  in  the  Environmental  Monitor  for  consents  from  the 
public. 

GEIR/MC  STATUS  -  Finally  I  have  been  asked  by  stata 
agencies  and  others  to  consider  requiring  that  a  Generic 
Environmental  Impact  Report  on  flood  control  all  along  the  state 
coastline  in  response  to  sea  level  be  required  prior  to  any  state 
decision  to  participate  in  this  project.  I  have  also  been  asked 
to  invoke  Major  and  Complicated  status  under  the  MEPA  Act, 
presumably  so  I  can  require  a  further  series  of  reports  prior  to 
completion  of  the  environmental  review  for  this  project.  First, 
both  of  these  decisions  are  properly  made  when  the  ENF  is  filed, 
not  at  the  review  of  a  FEIR.  I  do  not  find  that  the  conditions 
in  the  Saugus  River  Estuary  are  typical  of  our  coastline.  It  may 
be  desirable  to  review  the  state  response  to  flooding  forecasts 
over  the  next  30  to  100  years  but  I  do  not  think  this  project  is 
the  proper  vehicle  for  that  review.  Major  and  Complicated  status 
is  reserved  for  projects  where  a  long  series  of  decisions  must  be 
made  as  it  allows  incremental  approval  of  a  project.  The 
decision  to  be  made  for  this  project  is  whether  it  should  go 
forward,  and  if  so,  what  mitigation  is  necessary.  I  conclude 

process  is  appropriate. 


John  DeVillars,  Secretary 
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The  Massachusetts  Coastal  Zone  Management  (MCZM)  office  has 
reviewed  the  Feasibility  Report  &  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement/Report  for  the  project  referenced  above  which  was  noticed 
in  the  Environmental  Monitor  dated  January  12,  1990. 

It  remai.ns  the  opinion  of  the  MCZM  Office,  indicated  in  all  our 
previous  correspondence,  including  comments  on  the  Environmental 
Notification  Form  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report,  that 
nonstructural  flood  control  methods  are  preferable  over  more  costly 
structural  methods.  We  therefore  continue  to  support  the  proposed 
Nonstructural  Plan  (Option  #2)  with  suggested  modifications  as 
outlined  below. 

If,  however,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  decides  to  continue  to  pursue 
Options  #1  or  #3,  MCZM  requests  that  the  Secretary  designate  this 
project  to  be  "major  and  complicated"  as  specified  in  301  CMR 
11.12.  Normally  this  decision  is  made  prior  to  or  during  the 
scoping  process.  In  the  present  case,  however,  the  sheer  size  of 
the  project  and  the  level  of  information  presented  (thus  far  we 
have  seen  only  conceptual  designs  allowing  no  more  than  a  general 
overview  of  the  project)  make  it  extremely  difficult  to  clearly 
assess  the  magnitude  of  environmental  impacts.  Far  more  detailed 
information  and  criteria  will  be  needed  for  adequate  review.  The 
Corps  of  Engineers  has  provided  a  good  environmental  analysis  of 
the  physical  characteristics,  hydrology,  and  hydraulics  of  the 
estuary  as  it  exists,  and  for  each  of  the  proposed  options.  They 
feel  they  can  design  the  flood  gates  in  option  #3  to  achieve  their 
desired  goal  of  flood  reduction.  However,  the  details  of  the 
project  remain  to  be  calculated,  designed,  and  presented.  The 
review  process  thus  far  has  included  a  highly  commendable 
coordination  effort.  Major  and  complicated  status  within  the  MEPA 
process  will  ensure  the  continuance  of  this  coordination  as  details 
of  the  preferred  alternative  are  developed. 


Comments  concerning  COE  Preferred  Alternative  -  Option  #3: 

The  preferred  alternative  (Option  #3)  chosen  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  cannot  be  supported  by  this  Office  for  the  reasons  which 
follow: 
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Induced  Development:  In  the  opinion  of  this  Office,  the  documents 
produced  thus  far  clearly  support  the  notion  that  induced 
development  in  the  Standard  Project  Northeaster  (SPN)  project  area 
will  occur  as  a  result  of  the  construction  of  regional  floodgates 
and  the  associated  proposed  structures. 

The  documents  suggest  that  development  will  occur  within  the  study 
area  whether  the  project  is  constructed  or  not.  Each  of  the  four 
communities  within  the  study  area  is  in  the  midst  of  an  aggressive 
effort  to  attract  new  development.  More  intensive  use  of  already 
developed  land  is  likely  to  occur  (p.  21) .  The  study  area  contains 
only  a  limited  amount  of  undeveloped  uplands  available  for  new 
development,  however,  as  long  as  it  is  economically  feasible,  all 
available  land  in  the  study  area  will  be  developed. 

If  the  structural  approach  is  taken  and  the  peak  flood  levels  are 
reduced,  the  flood  plain  boundary  will  therefore  be  correspondingly 
altered.  The  presence  of  the  flood  control  structures  and 
modification  of  the  flood  plain  will  certainly  give  the  impression 
that  the  area  is  safe  from  harm  and  development  may  occur  with 
impunity.  This  quite  probably  will  cause  rapid  development  of 
existing  vacant  land  currently  constrained  by  flooding 
considerations,  as  well  as  more  extensive  use  of  structures  already 
in  place  within  the  present  flood  plain  but  excluded  from  the 
redefined  boundaries.  Such  a  rapid  development  would  leave  these  O 
structures  in  a  highly  vulnerable  position  in  the  case  of  failure,. 
of  any  aspect  of  the  flood  control  structure,  "such  a  situation 
could  occur  either  as  a  consequence  of  sudden  failure  of  the 
structure  or  due  to  lack  of  proper  maintenance  (maintenance  would 
be  the  responsibility  of  the  Commonwealth) .  Further,  in  the  face 
of  documented  sea  level  rise  and  the  prospects  for  an  increasing 
rate  of  rise  over  the  foreseeable  future,  the  status  of  the 
structure  will  have  to  be  assessed  for  retrofitting,  possibly  as 
soon  as  35  years  after  construction.  Having  the  upland  areas 
developed  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  would  ensure  that  the  need 
for  ever-increasing  structural  protection  would  continue. 
Therefore  vulnerability  would  increase  over  time  due  to  increased 
development,  potential  deterioration  of  the  complex  network  of 
flood  protection  structures,  and  an  increasing  rise  in  sea  level. 

The  Study  has  suggested  that  to  prevent  such  a  rapid  growth 
scenario  three  steps  should  be  taken: 

a)  The  State  should  acquire  all  wetland  areas  behind  the 
flood  control  structures, 

b)  The  State  should  acquire  the  approximately  140  acres  of 
undeveloped  land  behind  the  flood  control  structures  but 
within  the  existing  flood  plain  boundaries,  and 

c)  New  land  use  statutes  or  controls  should  be  created  to 
limit  development  in  the  existing  flood  plain. 

We  are  not  convinced  that  these  three  standards  could  or  would  be 
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met  given  the  current  thrust  for  development  in  the  communities  and 
the  financial  cost  to  the  Commonwealth. 

The  non-structural  approach  should  be  expected  to  show  a  much 
slower  rate  of  development.  Any  new  structures  would  be  expected 
to  meet  the  floodproofing  standards  of  the  State  Building  Code 
under  the  local  flood  plain  bylaw.  Concern  over  damage  from 
flooding,  and  the  increasing  costs  of  repair  from  damages  from  a 
rising  sea  level  should  provide  a  natural  deterrent. 

Government  policy  must  be  aggressive  in  avoiding,  as  well  as 
discouraging,  development  in  flood  prone  areas  such  as  the  study 
area.  The  lessons  learned  as  a  result  of  the  massive  amount  of  tax 
dollars  spent  and  the  loss  of  life  and  property  as  a  direct  result 
of  unwise  development  in  repeatedly  flooded  areas,  witnessed  in 
many  coastal  communities  and  documented  in  the  study  area,  must  be 
taken  seriously.  This  Office  remains  convinced  that  induced 
development  will  most  assuredly  be  a  result  of  implementing  Option 
#3. 


COSTS :  The  initial  cost  of  the  Regional  Floodgate  Plan  (Option  #3) 
is  approximately  $100  million.  Depending  on  the  nature  of  the 
costs,  the  share  to  be  borne  by  the  Commonwealth  is  projected  to 
be  between  35%  and  50%  ($35  -  $50  million)  .  The  average  annual 
operations/maintenance/repairs  cost  (the  responsibility  of  the  ' 
Commonwealth)  is  projected  to  be  $230K  (in  1990  dollars).  Retro¬ 
fitting  the  structures  in  the  face  of  rising  sea  level  (again  the 
responsibility  of  the  Commonwealth)  is  projected  to  be  $15  -$20 
million  per  foot  of  rise.  Under  the  worst  case  scenario  this  would 
be  called  for  in  35  years.  Under  the  current  rate  of  rise,  these 
expenses  would  not  be  needed  for  100  years. 

In  our  August  10,  1989  comments  to  MEPA  on  the  Feasibility  Report 
and  the  DEIR,  we  stated  that  this  project  would  provide  an 
excellent  opportunity  for  the  federal  government  to  tak"  creative 
and  expansive  policy  approaches  in  developing  cost-sharing  measures 
with  the  individuals  and  businesses  which  will  directly  benefit 
from  this  project.  The  individuals  and  businesses  who  will  derive 
6'  set  social  and  economic  benefits  from  this  option  are  not  being 
required  to  contribute  to  the  costs  of  this  project.  We  feel  it 
unfortunate  that  the  Federal  government  missed  this  important 
opportunity.  This  is  especially  true  as  we  expect  that  we  will  see 
a  growing  number  of  such  projects  proposed  in  light  of  the 
anticipated  increase  in  erosion  and  flood  events  as  a  result  of  the 
documented  relative  sea  level  rise. 


SEA  LEVEL  RISE:  In  light  of  the  documented  rate  of  relative  sea 
level  rise  of  1  foot  per  100  years  in  the  study  area  and  a 
generally  accepted  future  accelerated  sea-level  rise  rate,  this 
project  provides  an  excellent  test  case  for  the  policy  of  the 
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Commonwealth  in  such  situations.  As  sea  level  rises,  substantial 
public  funds  will  be  requested  to  bail  out  large  areas  where  unwise 
development  has  been  encouraged  in  hazardous,  floodprone  areas. 
Government  must  decide  whether  to  subsidize  all  such  future  flood 
damage  reduction  project  requests,  even  in  communities  that 
continue  to  encourage  floodplain  development,  or  to  take  more 
reasonable  and  creative  approaches,  such  as  education,  avoidance, 
and  individual  cost-sharing,  particularly  in  these  fiscally 
troublesome  times.  The  MCZM  Office  does  not  support  continuing  to 
encourage  development  in  hazard-prone,  flood  plain  areas  through 
the  construction  of  massive  projects  such  as  this  one. 

For  the  project  at  hand,  the  Corps  suggests  an  acceptable 
benefit/cost  ratio  over  35  years.  At  that  point  the  project  must 
be  reassessed  based  on  the  experience  with  the  structural 
stability,  maintenance,  and  the  amount  of  sea  level  rise.  The 
decision  at  that  point  will  be  whether  to  renovate/retrofit  the 
structures  in  the  complex  or  to  abandon  the  system  and  allow  the 
flood  plain  to  re-establish  itself.  It  is  the  contention  of  this 
Office  that  the  level  of  increased  development  in  the  lee  of  the 
structures  will  make  it  unfeasible  to  abandon  the  system  and  force 
us  into  even  more  costly  and  complicated  means  to  attempt  to 
control  the  forces  of  the  sea  and  wind. 

We  must  be  mindful  of  the  fact  that,  due  to  the  rising  sea  level, 
if  the  project  were  to  fail,  or  be  abandoned  at  the  35  year  point,  t 
the  flood  plain  bounds  would  have  moved  landward  thus  exposing  even 
more  structures  to  the  forces  of  nature. 

The  MCZM  Office,  therefore,  requests  that  if  the  Corps  continues 
to  pursue  option  #3  that  all  structures,  floodgates,  seawalls, 
dikes,  etc.,  be  designed  and  constructed  to  accommodate  a  1  foot 
relative  sea  level  rise  and  to  design  and  construct  all  structures 
to  allow  retrofitting  for  an  accelerated  sea  level  rise  of  3  feet 
consistent  with  the  recently  released  MCZM  Sea  Level  Rise  Policy 
(see  attached).  This  3  foot  rise  is  less  than  the  NRC's  high 
estimate  which  the  Corps  is  required  to  consider  based  on  recent 
Federal  policy.  These  costs  should  be  a  part  of  the  initial  cost¬ 
sharing  planning  and  construction  costs. 


WATER  QUALITY:  Related  specifically  to  water  quality  issues,  the 
COE  has  not  addressed  our  previous  comments  that  the  water  quality 
classification  for  the  Saugus/Pines  Rivers  is  SA,  not  SB.  They 
acknowledge  that  the  designation  of  much  of  the  site  as  an  Area  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  requires  the  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection  to  upgrade  it  from  its  current  rating  of  £ 
SB  to  SA.  The  issue  is  not  discussed  further.  The  proposed  Water 
Quality  Standards  have  been  available  for  some  time,  and  waters 
within  the  ACEC  are  clearly  classified  as  SA.  This  classification, 
in  turn,  means  that  the  COE's  analysis  for  water  quality 
conditions,  both  existing  and  proposed,  needs  to  be  redone.  Without 
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this  analysis  we  cannot  accept  these  documents  as  satisfying  this 
stage  in  the  MEPA  process.  They  also  do  not  appear  to  have 
coordinated  with  the  ongoing  planning  efforts  for  the  Lynn  Combined 
Sewer  Overflow  controls.  In  addition  to  the  SA  standards ,  anti¬ 
degradation  requirements  must  be  met.  This  issue  is  not  addressed 
at  all. 


WETLANDS. ISSUES:  To  mitigate  the  loss  of  wetlands  areas  that 

will  be  destroyed,  the  COE  has  proposed  replacement  of  a  clam  flat 
inside  (landward  of)  the  current  1-95  fill.  No  details  are 
provided  as  to  how  or  why  this  project  was  chosen  as  mitigation  or 
whether  it  has  been  fully  analyzed  as  to  whether  it  is  likely  to  Q 
succeed.  In  view  of  the  evidence  that  the  1-95  fill  is  severely  ' 
retarding  the  circulation  in  the  upper  reaches  of  the  estuary,  it 
would  seem  far  more  valuable  to  consider  removing  a  portion  of  the 
fill  as  a  mitigation  measure,  considering  the  value  of  increased 
circulation  and  sustained  flood  control  for  areas  landward  of  the 
fill. 

The  documents  totally  ignore  the  impacts  that  reduction  of  extreme 
flooding  events  will  have  on  the  high  marsh.  Occasional  flooding 
is  critical  to  the  maintenance  of  certain  areas,  particularly  in 
the  upper  reaches  which  are  acknowledged  to  be  already  suffering 
from  pollutants  and  sedimentation.  Cutting  off  the  occasional 
flood  tide  through  the  use  of  tide  gates,  particularly  in  the  face 
of  sea  level  rise,  is  expected  to  have  adverse  impacts  on  the  outer 
perimeter  of  the  marsh.  Another  likely  side  effect  is  that  these  /C 
areas  will  become  more  susceptible  to  illegal  filling  when  these 
high  marsh  areas  start  to  dry  out  and  the  marsh  plants  die  back, 
with  decreased  flooding,  Phracrmites  so.  may  also  grow  in  the  fringe 
areas,  causing  additional  degradation  of  the  wetlands.  The 
document  does  state  that  there  will  be  a  build  up  of  levels  of 
coliform  bacteria  (an  indicator  of  fecal  contamination) ,  nutrients, 
and  oxygen  demand  in  the  upper  reaches  of  the  estuary  and,  with  a 
reduction  in  extreme  flooding  events,  these  parameters  will  cause 
increasing  violations  of  water  quality  standards  and  resultant 
degradation  of  the  resources  of  the  estuary. 

The  documents  also  call  for  increased  enforcement  of  wetlands 
protection  laws,  but  given  that  the  COE,  EPA,  and  State  agencies 
are  fiscally  fiscal  constrained,  it  seems  highly  unlikely  that 
there  will  be  any  potential  for  increased  surveillance  and 
enforcement. 


WILDLIFE  ANALYSIS:  The  wildlife  analysis  on  pages  78-84  of  the  EIS 
is  very  general  and  contains  little  analysis  of  the  impacts  to  this 
resource . 
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OPTION  *2?  SUPPORT  &  SUGGESTIONS:  The  MCZM  Office  continues  to 
support  a  non-structural  option,  with  modifications,  for  many  of 
the  reasons  stated  above  and  outlined  below.  There  are  no 
significant  impacts  associated  with  this  option.  It  was  not  chosen 
by  the  Corps  as  the  preferred  alternative  because  of  the  small 
number  of  buildings  that  have  the  potential  for  floodproofing. 
This  Office  contends  that  if  government  is  to  continue  protecting 
private  facilities  from  flood  damage,  in  light  of  sea  level  rise 
with  the  attendant  increased  numbers  of  flooding  events  and  the 
expected  significant  increase  in  requests  for  government  subsidies 
for  this  type  of  protection,  it  is  not  the  number  of  structures 
which  should  be  the  qualifying  criteria,  but  the  type  of 
structures.  MCZM  suggests  that  existing  facilities  of  public 
necessity  (such  as  power  generating  facilities,  emergency 
operations  facilities,  hospitals,  and  the  like)  should  be  given 
priority  for  flood  damage  reduction  funds.  In  addition,  flood 
preparedness  and  evacuation  plan  formulation,  public  education,  and 
the  raising  of  emergency  evacuation  routes  above  a  specified  flood 
level  should  be  consolidated  into  a  community  or  regional  federally 
subsidized  plan.  The  avoidance  of  future  location  of  these 
facilities  in  hazardous  fl ood  prone  areas,  unless  they  are  water 
dependent,  must  be  mandated  by  all  levels  of  government.  Private 
facilities  which  choose  to  locate  in  these  hazard  areas  should  bear 
the  associated  damage  costs.  A  bill  is  presently  before  the 
Massachusetts  State  Legislature  which  would  mandate  acknowledgment 
of  the  degree  of  flood  and  erosion  hazard  risks  on  a  property  in 
the  deed.  The  federal  government  should  support  similar 
legislation  to  inform  a  prospective  property  owner  in  order  to 
avoid  flood  damage  losses  at  the  general  public  expense. 

For  the  project  at  hand,  MCZM  suggests  that  Option  #2  explore  the 
feasibility  of  identifying  facilities  of  public  necessity,  such  as 
those  mentioned  above,  and  providing  them  with  individual  flood 
protection.  Emergency  evacuation  plans  should  be  formulated  and 
evacuation  routes  should  be  raised  to  the  SPN  level  and  an 
aggressive  public  education  effort  be  implemented.  Major  arterial 
routes  identified  in  the  reports  as  significantly  impacting  the 
regional  economy  may  also  be  candidates  for  raising  above  the  SPN 
level.  This  will  reduce  the  financial  impacts  of  disrupting  the 
major  commuting  work  force  to  areas  vital  to  the  economy  of  the 
Commonwealth. 


(o 


JRB/JOC/JPS: sb 


Conservation  Law  Foundation  of  New  Engiand,  Inc. 


February  9 ,  1990  _ 


David  Shepardson 
EOEA/MEPA  Unit 
100  Cambridge  St. 

20th  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

RE:  EOEA  File  No.  6497 


the  FEIS/FEIR  on  the  Saugus 
Floodgate  proposal.  We  have  also  attached  a  copy  of  a  separate 
letter  we  have  sent  collectively  with  other  environmental  groups 
to  EOEA  Secretary  DeVil lars  objecting  to  the  project.  As  review 
of  that  letter  will  make  abundantly  clear,  we  are  not  supporters 
of  this  sort  of  "flood  protection"  project.  Nature  polices  its 
own  shore,  and  efforts  like  this  floodgate  to  protect  people  who 
tempt  fate  are  bad  public  policy  and  inappropriate,  particularly 
with  the  current  budgetary  crisis  present  in  Massachusetts. 

;  Programs  to  acquire  and  protect  underdeveloped  resources  that 

i  benefit  all  the  people  of  the  Commonwealth  go  begging,  while 

programs  to  find  $88.5  million  for  "flood  protection"  for  bad 
land  use  planning  continue. 

Beyond  a  basic  difference  over  that  ideological  point, 
however,  there  are  some  positive  changes  in  the  project  for  whict 
we  want  to  give  due  credit  to  the  Corps. 

First,  we  want  to  commend  the  Corps  on  the  revisions  to  the 
project  that  significantly  reduced  the  construction  and  direct 
project  impacts  to  wetlands.  It  is  heartening  to  see  the  Corps' 
responsiveness  to  this  issue. 

Second,  we  are  very  pleased  with  the  response  of  the 
Washington  Level  Review  Center  on  the  topic  of  protection  of  the 
estuary  flood  storage  area.  Not  even  the  best  regulatory  system 
one  could  imagine  adds  the  certainty  of  acquisition  of  .the 
storage  areas  by  the  state  or  local  government.  We  are  concernet 
that  the  MDC,  or  preferably,  the  local  governments  acquire  the 
storage  area  before  any  of  the  construction  of  the  project 
commences.  Failure  to  make  such  acquisition  a  precondition  will 
deprive  the  Corps  of  all  the  leverage  it  otherwise  would  have  on 


3  Joy  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts 

02108-1497 

(617)  742-2540 
Fax:  (617)  523-8019 


Director 

Washington  Level  Review  Center 
Casey  Building 

Fort  Belvoir,  VA  22060-5586 


RE:  CWIS  No.  14021 


Following  are  our  comments  to 
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this  important  matter.  Similarly,  we  expect  that  the  MDC  would 
make  prior  appropriation  and  acquisition  a  requirement  in  its 
Section  61  findings  under  MEPA. 

A  number  of  other  issues  need  to  be  considered: 

•  Estuarv  storage  capacity  above  +7  feet  NGVD  should  be 
protected. 

Adequate  storage  capacity  within  the  estuary  is  critical  to 
the  proper  function  of  this  floodgate  so  that  interior  runoff  and 
overtopping  ocean  waves  can  accumulate  behind  closed  floodgates 
without  flooding  the  very  buildings  and  facilities  that  the  plan 
is  designed  to  protect.  The  storage  proposed  for  protection 
below  7  feet  NGVD  is  not  sufficient  given  all  the  real  world 
operational  uncertainties  of  this  project. 

In  90%  of  floodgate  closures,  those  brought  on  by  frequent 
storms,  the  plan  calls  for  closing  the  floodgate  only  when  the 
tide  has  already  reached  7  feet.  Therefore  the  storage  capacity 
protected  by  the  planned  land  acquisition  will  already  be  full  or 
nearly  full  of  water.  The  plan  formulation  states  that  during 
these  frequent  storms  *one  foot  of  storage  would  be  made 
available  (between  Elev.  7.0  and  8.0  ft.  NGVD) . "  A-99  If  there 

is  no  protection  for  storage  above  7  feet  NGVD,  however,  where 
will  the  interior  runoff  and  overtopping  ocean  waves  accumulate 
during  these  closures?  The  plans  for  land  acquisition  must 
extend  higher. 

If  the  floodgates  will  in  fact  be  closed  before  the  tide  has 
reached  7  feet  on  most  storms  in  order  to  assure  sufficient 
storage  capacity  behind  the  floodgate,  then  the  negative  impact 
to  the  marsh  in  terms  of  reduction  of  sediment  nourishment  from 
the  ocean  will  be  increased.  We  do  not  believe  that  this 
situation  has  been  adequately  analyzed  and  question  the  degree  to 
which  even  a  highly  detailed  operations  manual  will  render  these 
concerns  moot. 

Consideration  of  this  question  has  led  us  to  review  the 
potential  for  floodgate-induced  flooding  if  the  floodgate  is  not 
closed  soon  enough  in  a  rare,  large  storm  because  of  delay  or 
miscalculation  or  if  storm  conditions  are  more  severe  than 
forecast  (A-103) .  Has  the  Corps  or  MDC  analyzed  the  question  of 
whether  the  MDC  would  be  liable  for  flood  damages  if  the  flooding 
is  due  to  operator  error?  It  may  well  be  prudent  to  build  pumps 
for  back-up  protection  to  pump  out  excess  water  to  avoid 
floodgate-induced  flooding  in  such  instances. 
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•  Further  analysis  of  the  impact  of  the  floodgate 
closures  on  sediment  deposition  in  the  salt  marsh  is  warranted. 

The  Saugus  River  floodgate  would  only  be  closed  in  storms 
where  the  tidal  height  was  expected  to  reach  or  exceed  8  feet. 
This  would  occur  2-3  times  per  year  initially  and  35-45  times  per 
year  after  sea  level  has  risen  one  foot  (how  soon  that  will  occur 
is  not  known) .  we  are  very  concerned  with  the  likelihood  that 
these  closures  would  significantly  reduce  the  input  of  sediments 
to  the  saltmarsh,  in  spite  of  their  infrequency,  and  thus  cause  a 
reduction  in  area  of  saltmarsh,  even  at  current  sea  level. 

Paragraph  8.37  in  the  Final  EIS  describes  the  problem; 

"As  far  as  wetlands  are  concerned,  the  operation  of  the 
floodgate  would  eliminate  the  highest  tides  with 
increasing  frequency  assuming  sea  level  rise  continues. 
According  to  Reed  (1988)  "Sfitoffflfc-.fianL.9nlX- feg 
deposited  during  spring  tides  which  flood  the  marsh. 

As  the  gate  is  closed  more  and  more  frequently  . . . , 
more  of  the  higher  level  and  higher  velocity  tides 
which  are  capable  of  carrying  sediment  into  the  estuary 
will  be  eliminated.  This  could  (we  assert  that  it 
would]  result  in  a  decrease  in  the  amount  of  sediment 
input  to  the  marsh.  The  decreased  sediment  input  would 
retard  the  ability  of  the  marsh  to  keep  pace  with  sea 
level  rise  resulting  in  greater  replacement  of  marsh 
with  open  water.  The  magnitude  of  this  impact  is  not 
known  and  would  be  dependent  on  the  difference  between 
the  without  project  supply  of  sediment  to  the  marsh  and 
the  with  project  supply.*  Final  EIS-151  (emphasis 
added) . 

The  key  to  the  problem  is  that,  although  storms  occur 
infrequently,  they  are  responsible  for  supplying  most  of  the 
sediments  that  allow  saltmarshes  to  maintain  themselves  over  time 
and  keep  pace  with  rising  sea  level.  Removing  the  influence  of 
the  storms  thus  poses  a  major  threat  to  the  saltmarsh,  but  there 
has  been  no  attempt  to  quantify  the  threat.  The  environmental 
impact  assessment  of  the  Saugus  River  floodgate  project  is 
consequently  inadequate  on  this  vital  matter. 

The  claim  that  "the  input  of  sediments  from  Lynn  Harbor  and 
Broad  Sound  is  minimal"  because  "relatively  minor  amounts  of 
sediments  have  accumulated  in  the  Saugus  River  Channel  -since  the 
Last  major  dredging  in  1952"  (Final  EIS-147)  is  not  persuasive. 

It  is  possible  that  the  channel  allows  suspended  sediments  to 
pass  through  without  deposition  until  higher  in  the  estuary  when 
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current  velocity  decreases.  Thus  accumulation  of  sediments  in 
the  Saugus  River  Channel  is  not  a  reliable  measure  of 
accumulation  in  the  saltmarsh. 

The  following  research  needs  to  be  undertaken  to  quantify 
the  likelihood  of  sediment  starvation  destroying  the  saltmarsh: 

1}  Measure  historical  rate  and  source  of  sediment' 
accumulation  in  several  representative  locations  around  the  marsh 
by  dating  sediment  core  samples  with  lead  210  and  examining  the 
sediment  to  determine  the  relative  importance  of  peat,  riverine 
inputs,  and  inputs  from  the  estuary  and  the  ocean. 

2)  Measure  actual  sediment  input  by  putting  down  a 
distinctive  marker  layer  in  several  representative  locations  and 
measuring  and  classifying  the  sediments  that  accumulate  on  top  of 
it  over  at  least  one  year,  taking  samples  after  any  big  storms. 

The  claim  of  the  EIS  that  this  project  will  have  minimal 
negative  impact  on  the  health  of  the  saltmarsh  can  be 
substantiated  only  if  the  sediment  input  turns  out  to  be 
predominantly  peat  and/or  riverine.  It  is  likely,  however,  as 
the  EIS  suggests  (Final  EIS-147) ,  that  the  riverine  inputs  are 
minimal. 


•  Ihfi-proj§gt.  provides,  an  infldgqaa.t£.jBitiqfltiQn  ratio,  f<?r 
rgRlisa&gfl , wetlands • 

< 

Many  commenters,  including  CLF,  took  issue  with  the  low  ^ 
mitigation  ratio  (1:1)  planned  for  replicated  wetlands, 
requesting  instead  at  least  a  2:1  ratio  of  replicated  to 
destroyed  wetlands.  The  Corps  response  was  as  follows: 

Any  mitigation  in  excess  of  habitat  value  compensation 
would  be  classified  by  Corps  policy  as  environmental 
enhancement.  We  would  expect  our  mitigation  scenario 
to  be  adequate  and  that  the  public  benefits  of  this 
project  will  warrant  the  Commissioner  of  DEP  to  issue 
appropriate  variances. 

Response  J.  11 

It  appears  that  the  Corps  has  missed  the  important  point 
that  the  value  of  lost  wetland  habitat  is  not  fully  compensated 
unless  the  mitigation  ratio  is  at  least  2:1  because  of  the 
difficulty  in  establishing  a  new  wetland  community  of  plants  and 
animals  that  functions  like  the  community  that  is  destroyed.  We 
appreciate  the  changes  to  the  plan  which  reduced  significantly 
the  acreage  of  wetlands  lost,  but  we  reiterate  our  request  that 
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impacted  wetlands  be  replicated  on  a  2:1  ratio.  He  maintain 
that  only  with  this  ratio  will  mitigation  be  adequate  and  equal 
to  compensate  for  habitat  value  lost. 


e  There  is  an  error  in  correcting  description. of 
contaminants  in  section  on  affected  environment.  lj- 

In  our  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS,  we  pointed  out  that 
cadmium  should  have  been  included  in  the  list  of  metals  which 
sometimes  exceed  the  chronic  water  quality  criteria.  The  Corps 
response  was  that  paragraph  6.31  would  be  revised  accordingly. 

In  making  the  revision,  however,  the  Corps  mistakenly  added 
chromium,  not  cadmium  to  the  list  of  metals  which  occasionally 
exceed  chronic  criteria  in  paragraph  6.31. 


•  failure  to-inciadg- Draft  .MEPA,., .Session . SUEiafliaas  4 

The  Secretary's  certificate  on  this  project  required  that 
the  MDC  circulate  its  proposed  Section  61  MEPA  findings  with  the 
Final  EIR.  We  were  unable  to  locate  this  critical  document. 


Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  project. 

icerely, 


Eleanor  M.  Dorsey 
Staff  Scientist 


sally /Newbury  i  ‘ 
Staff  Attorney 


cc:  Robert  Hunt  NECOE 
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3  Joy  Street 

Botton,  Massachusetts 

02108-1497 

(817)  742-2540 
Fax:  (817)  523-8019 


February  9,  1990 


HAND  DELIVERED 


Honorable  John  DeVillars 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA 

RE:  Saugus  River  and  Tributaries  Flood  Damage  Reduction  Study 
EOEA  File  Number  6497 

Dear  Secretary  DeVillars: 

The  undersigned  groups  are  seriously  troubled  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers (COE) /Metropolitan  District  Commission  floodgate 
proposal  for  the  Saugus  River.  Although  we  acknowledge  the 
positive  efforts  made  to  reduce  the  wetlands  losses  and  other 
adverse  impacts  identified  in  the  draft  EIR  and  the  Corps/ 
decision  to  mandate  protection  of  flood  storage  through 
acquisition,  the  final  EIR  dees  little  to  alleviate  some  of  our 
fundamental  concerns.  Individual  comments  on  the  FEIR  will  be 
forthcoming  to  MEPA,  but  collectively  we  wanted  to  raise  several 
issues  with  you.  - 

We  firmly  object  to  underwriting  unwise  floodplain  and 
coastal  development  with  federal  and  state  "flood  protection" 
money.  As  you  well  know,  it  is  just  bad  policy.  Shoreline  and 
floodplain  development  is  promoted,  not  discouraged  as  it  should 
be,  when  local  governments  and  property  owners  are  bailed  out  by 
state  or  federal  subsidies  and  never  suffer  the  consequences  of 
their  bad  land  use  practices.  Elimination  of  federal  and  state 
subsidies  is  the  only  clear  way  to  break  the  vicious  cycle  of 
flood  plain  development/government  intervention. 

Nonetheless,  the  MDC  seems  to  condone  the  "bail  out"  policy, 
having  now  made  clear  its  intention  to  ask  the  taxpayers  of  the 
Commonwealth  to  assume  the  full  $33  million  non-federal  share  of 
this  project.  It  is  simply  indefensible  and  inequitable  for  the 
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state,  through  the  MDC,  to  propose  the  use  of  tax  money  to 
protect  the  private  property  interests  of  the  few,  particularly 
when  those  few  have  voluntarily  assumed  the  risk  of  building  or 
locating  in  flood-prone  areas. 


Moreover,  with  accelerated  sea  level  rise  predicted  along 
our  coast,  all  developed  communities  are  likely  to  be  threatened. 
Faced  with  that  fact,  there  is  at  present  no  basis  on  which  to 
conclude  that  this  project  should  take  precedence  as  the  most 
cost-effective  investment  that  the  state  should  be  making  in 
coastline  protection. 

If  the  state  is  indeed  determined  to  underwrite  the  costs  of 
true  coastal  protection,  the  first  step  should  be  to  identify 
where  the  most  valuable  statewide  coastal  resources  or  the  most 
threatened  public  facilities  are  located,  to  model  and  map  the 
impact  of  sea  level  rise  on  those  resources,  and  to  analyze  the 
cost-effectiveness  of  various  possible  protection  strategies. 
These  strategies  should  range  from  land  acquisition  (the  only 
realistic  long-term  protection)  to  zoning  and  other  non- 
structural  solutions.  Only  after  such  an  analysis  is  performed 
can  statewide  priorities  for  coastal  protection  investments  be 
established. 

Therefore,  before  any  state  money  is  sought  for  this  project 
and  before  the  MDC  commits  the  taxpayers  of  this  state  to  any  of 
the  non-federal  share  of  the  project,  we  request  that  you  develop 
a  statewide  sea  level  rise  response  strategy.  The  generic 
environmental  impact  report  process  seems  most  appropriate  for 
this  purpose  with  the  Office  of  Coastal  Zone  Management  as  lead 
agency.  Such  an  effort,  while  considerable,  would  only  represent 
a  fraction  of  the  Saugus  project  costs  and  would  provide  a  proper 
context  for  the  first  time  for  informed  decision  making  that  is 
wholly  lacking  in  the  Saugus  floodgate  proposal. 


Nancy  Anderson 

New  England  Environmental 

Network 

Peg  Brady 

Massachusetts  Audubon/North 
Shore 
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icerely  yours, 


>ally  Newbury 
Conservation  Lav 


oundation 


Caroline  Simmons 
Mass.  Association  of 
Conservation  Commissions 

Polly  Bradley 
SWIM 


Director 

Washington  Level  Review  Center 
Casey  Building 

Fort  Bel voir,  Virginia  22060-5586 


Dear  Sir: 


Nahant  SWIM,  Inc. 

Safer  Waters  in  Massachusetts 

February  5 ,  1 990 


Ref:  CWIS  No.  14021 
EOEA  File  #6497 


Wetlands  and  beach  areas  are  living,  dynamic,  moving  systems.  These  are 
the  areas  of  geological  instability  as  well  as  high  value  in  terms  of  wildlife 
habitat/ marine  spawning  grounds.  One  must  be  very  careful  in  trying  to  "fix"  a 
dynamic  system. 

The  Saugus  River  Floodgate  Project  is  unwise  for  many  reasons,  including: 

*  It  is  an  effort  to  lock  a  classic  barrier  beach/ salt  marsh  system 
into  a  man-made  prison  of  metal  and  concrete. 

*  It  would  encourage  inappropriate  wetlands  development,  which  would 

be  a  continuing  expense  to  taxpayers  as  the  restless  sands  shift  and 
the  powerful  ocean  attempts  to  breach  Revere  Barrier  Beach.  ^ 

*  It  would  damage  wildlife  and  fisheries,  a  particular  concern  of 
Nahant  SWIM,  whose  fishermen  and  lobstermen  depend  upon  the  health 
of  Lynn  Harbor/ Broad  Sound  ecosystem  for  their  livelihood. 

*  The  estimated  cost/benefit  ratio  is  low  (1:1.3)  and  questionable. 

Tax  money  should  not  go  into  this  project  until  it  is  certain  that  this  is 
the  best  way  to  deal  with  the  national  problem  of  flood  control  in  the  face  of 
predicted  sea  level  rise.  We  request  a  scientific  and  economic  study  on  the 
federal  level  to  develop  a  strategy  for  protecting  both  the  public  and  the 
environment  in  the  eventuality  of  sea  level  rise.  On  the  state  level,  2. 

Massachusetts  should  go  through  the  generic  environmental  impact  report 
process,  with  the  Office  of  Coastal  Zone  Management  as  the  lead  agency,  to 
determine  whether  the  state  should  spend  tax  dollars  for  the  non-federal  share 
of  the  project.  This  is  the  only  way  to  assure  that  the  taxpayer  gets  the  best 
bang  for  the  buck. 

If  the  project  goes  forward  in  spite  of  environmental  problems,  we  insist 
that  FIRST  the  salt  marsh  be  acquired,  by  purchase  rather  than  by  easement, 

THEN  the  floodgate  be  built.  This  is  the  only  way  to  protect  the  marsh. 

We  fully  endorse  the  Conservation  Law  Foundation  testimony  on  the  project. 


Sincerely, 

*’ 

>  / 
Polly  Bradley,  President 

David  Shepardson,  Massachusetts  Environmental  Protection  Act  Unit 


SWIM,  t  o  Northeastern  University  Marine  Science  Center,  East  Point.  Nahar:,  M-\  O’.OOS 
Phone:  (617)  531-0075  or  (6l7j  531-1-52- 


tm 


Director 


Massachusetts  Association 
of  Conservation  Commissions,  Inc. 


10  JUNIPER  ROAD 


BELMONT,  MA  02178 


(617)  489-3930 


Washington  Level  Review  Cente£&>  v 
Casey  Building  \v 

Fort  Belvoir,  Va  22060-5586 
Reference t  CWI5  No.  1402%^..  vN 


■S  ■  February  6,  1990 

Mr.  David  Shepardson 
EOS  A/  MEPA  Unit 
100  Cambridge  St.-,  20th  FI. 
Boston,  MA  02202 
Reference:  S03A  No.  6497 


Gentlemen: 

On  behalf  of  the  Board  of  directors  of  the  Massachusetts  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  Conservation  Commissions  I  would  like  to  file  the  follow¬ 
ing  comments  on  the  Saugus  River  Flood  Reduction  FEI3/EIR. 


MACC  notes  that  there  have  been  several  changes  in  this  proposal 
which  we  view  as  improvments,  namely  relocation  of  the  Lynn  Harbor 
revetments  landward  of  the  MH'W,  which  will  reduce  the  impact  on 
intertidal  habitat  and  waterfowl  feeding  areas  5  a  reduction  in  the 
size  of  the  mitigation  area,  although  it  still  does  not  meet  the  2:1 
ratio  requested  by  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  and  the 
Massachusetts  Office  of  Coastal  Zone  Management  and  in  which  we  con¬ 
cur;  and  finally  the  inclusion  in  the  floodgate  project  of  provisions 
to  acquire  the  1650  acres  of  saltmarsh  within  the  estuary  (though 
no  firm  action  plan  for  this  acquisition  continues  to  make  it 
problematical). 

Despite  these  changes  in  the  proposal,  MACC  cannot  support  the 
floodgate  project  for  the  following  reasons: 

1.  We  believe  the  construction  of  a  floodgate  across  the  Saugus 
River  to  be  precedent-setting  for  a  sensitive  estuarine  area  con¬ 
taining  valuable  and  extensive  saltmarsh  which  has  been  designated 
for  soecial  protection  as  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
(ACEC).  While  immediate  impacts  appear  to  be  minimal,  we  do  not 
think  that  the  Corps'  scenario  of  a  1  foot  sea-level  rise  will  be 
without  impacts  when  gates  are  closed  as  often  as  35-^0  times  per 
year.  The  FEIS/EIR  8.41  mentions  the  potential  for  a  reduction  in 
DO  and  salinity  levels;  inc-reases  in  pollutants  in  the  estuary;  and 
loss  of  sediment  input  to  the  saltmarsh  (8.37  ff)  as  some  of  the 
impacts  which  could  be  expected  with  30-^5  pate  closings.  Changes 
in  salinity  could  also  result  in  an  increase  in  Pragmites  sp.  at 
the  edges  of  the  upper  saltmarsh.  A  *  foot  sea-level  rise  in  a 
century  is  less  than  many  scientists  are  predicting  (NRC  predicts 
4.2  and  EPA  predicts  as  much  as  8  feet).  The  Corps  response  to 
these  higher  rates  is  that  they  will  respond  (if  it  happens)'  with 
three  possible  action  plans  1)  operating  the  gates  as  frequently 
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as  necessary  to  hold  the  tidal  level  within  the  estuary  at  7  feet. 

This  plan  could  result  in  upwards  of  45  closings  per  year  to  as 
many  as  $00,  according -tc' figure  8,  p.  150  FEI3/SIR.  Five  hundred 
closings  Would  "be  more  than  one  a  day  if  the  sea-level  rose  4.2  feet!! 
2)  Building  walls  around  the  estuary  up-land  of  the  marsh  in  order  to 
reduce  the  number  of  gale  closings  needed;  and  3)  abandoning  the 
floodplain.  This  last  plan  is  tantamount  to  a  no-action  plan,,  but 
once  the  floodgates  are  built  it  would  be  unrealistic  to  think  it 
would  be  implemented.  Much  more  likely  would  be  an  increase  in  gate 
closings  in  response  to  public  demand,  since  the  facility  would'be 
in  place  and  operated  under  local  auspices. 

2.  The  Corps  states  that  it  is  a  requirment  under  the  .Voter  Resources 
Development  Act  of  1986  that  hon-federal  sponsors  operate  and  main?- 
tain  projects  after  construction.  MACC  has  grave  concerns  in  regard 
to  local  operation  of  these  gates  as  they  require  highly  trained 
personnel.  Ms.  Alexandra  Dawson,  former  President  of  MACC,  in  her 
comments  for  the  DEIS/EIR  has  already  cited  the  poor  performance 
record  for  a  project  operated  locally  in  rfellfleet ,  Massachusetts. 

3i  The  MACC  comments,  in  the  DEIS/SIR,  pointed  out  that  despite  Federal 
and  State  policies  which  are  promulgated  to  discourage  building  in 
floodplains  and  on  barriar  beaches,,  the  communities  of  Lynn,  Saugus, 
Revere  and  Malden  have  done  little  to  comply  with  these  policies. 
Building  in  the  flood-prone  areas  continues.  Under  present  conditions 
individuals  and  businesses  can  buy  flood  insurance  through  NFIP,  a 
program  subsidized  with  tax-payers  money.  New  construction  must  meet 
FEMA  standards,  but  can  still  be  built  in  flood-plains  and  obtain  in¬ 
surance.  MACC  is  strongly  opposed  to  committing  $88  million  (to-day's 
dollars)  in  public  funds  to  provide  .flood  protection  to  communities 
which  have  made  no  effort  whatsoever  to  comply  with  good  land-use 
practices.  Furthermore,  it  is  inequitable  to  provide  these  communi¬ 
ties  with  what  amounts  to  100$,  no  deductible,  -Federally  and  State 
funded  protection  by  the  floodgates,  while  residents  and  businesses 
in  almost  all  other  flood-prone  areas  of  the  coast  must  buy  limited 
coverage,  if  they  can  obtain  it  at  all,  or  must  attempt  to  protect 
their  shoreline  property  at  their  own  expense  (provided  State  regula¬ 
tory  agencies  will  allow  it).  Certainly  the  owners  of  houses  on  the 
Chatham  dunes  would  be  interested  in  the  inconsistency  which  will 
prevail  if  this  flood-gate  project  is  authorized!  . 

4.  Federal  and  State  agencies,  some  local  politicians  and  all  the 
public  interest  groups  who  have  commented  on  this  project  have  reached 
the  conclusion  that  the  installation  of  floodgates  will  serve  to 
hasten  development  in  the  remaining  237  acres  (more  than  $00  lots) 
in  the  floodplian  which  would  be  protected  by  the  floodgates*  This 
is  not  an  insignificant  acreage,  as  the  Corps  avers.  MACC,  in  com¬ 
ments  on  the  DEIS/EIR,  requested  that  the  Corps  identify  the  location 
of  the  undeveloped  parcels.  EPA,  Region  I,  made  the  same  request,  but 
the  Corps  has  not  responded.  If  much  of  this  land  is  along  the  peri¬ 
meter  of  the  marsh,  its  value  could  increase  substantially  after  the 
floodgates  are  built  and  the  threat  of  flooding  has  been  removed. 

An  increase  in  value  could  increase  the  temptation  to  fill  the  wet¬ 
lands  illegally,  whether  or  not  they  have  been  acquired. 

Paragraph  4c  of  MA-NED  Response  to  the  .< ashington  Level  Review  Team 
lists  four  projects,  valued  at  over  £660  million,  which  are  planned 
for  construction  in  the  flood-plain  adjacent  to  Lynn  r. arbor.  Possibly 
other  projects  in  the  study  area  are  in  the  minds  or  on  the  drawing 


boards  of  developers.  Every  one  of  these  private  projects  will 
benefit  financially  from  protection  provided  by  the  sea-walls 
which  are  to  be  built  at  public  expense.  They  Will  receive  ad¬ 
ditional  benefits  in  lowered  construction  costs  if  the  FEMA 
requirements  are  eliminated  after  the  revetments  are  built.  How. 
many,  other  flood-prone  communities  will  expect  similar  bail-outs 
in  the  form  of  massive  flood  control  projects  as  "rewards" 
for  the  folly  of  disregarding  Federal  and  State  policies  against 
building  in  flood  plains? 

Failure  of  the  Corps  to  recognize  the  spur  to  development  which 
the  flood  gates  will  engender  re -inforces:  the  conclusion  that  the 
Corps  is  not  interested  in  serious  consideration  of  any  other  optio: 

and  it  appears  that  it  will  turn  truth  on  its  head  to  push  this 
project  through ;  For  example.*  MACS  has  cited,  in  its  previous 
comments,  cases'  where  benefits  have  been  unreasonably  inflated  and 
damages  exaggerated..  In  this  FEIS/klR  the  Corps  states  that  / 
motorists  must  travel  40  miles  out  of  their  way  to  reach  Boston  (o 
when  there  is  substantial  flooding  in  the  study  area.  This  is 
nonsense,  as  routes  1,  16  and  99  are  all  close  by,  lead  to  the 
Boston  metropolitan  area  ai.d  are  much  closer  than  route  128.  We 
suspect  that  with  careful  analysis  the  1«1.3  cost  benefit  ratio 
would  be  closer  to  1:1. 

5*  The  Corps,  citing  lack  of  public  interest,  'has  not  adaquately 
investigated  ways  in  which  the  non-structural  option,  Option  2,  / 

could  be  implemented  to<  provide  reasonable  flood  control  and  in¬ 
creased  public  ^safety.  MACC  heartily  concurs  with  the  comments 
and  suggestions  of  the  Division  of  water  Resources  of  the  Massa¬ 
chusetts  Department  of  Environmental  Management  which  are  included 
in  Appendix  J  of  the  FEIS/EIR.  ,  These  include  Corps  assistance  in 
identifying  buildings  for  floodproofing  as  well  as  help  with  design 
local  communities  pressing  for  legislation  to  provide  low-interest 
loans  for  floodproofing;  up-grading  flood  warning  systems  and 
alerts.;  developing  good  community  evacuation  plans;  promoting 
better  participation  in  the  FI^IP  program  which  presently  is  not 
well  utilized  (perhaps  indicating  that  the  public  does  not  worry 
very  much  about  the  flood  threat) s  and  promoting  adoption  of 
strict  floodplain  zoning  or  by-laws.  Some  of  the  money  which 
would  not  be  spent  on  the  flood  gates  might  be  used  to  acquire 
vacant  xand  or  sub-standard  properties  oh  the  perimeter  of  the 
saltmarsh  for  buffer  zones.  If  these  measures  were  to  be  im¬ 
plemented  the  Corps  might  then  concentrate  its  efforts  on  flood- 
proofing  public  facilities  such  as  the  MBTA. 

Option  2  has  the  advantage  of  being  implementable  immediately 
or  within  a  very  short  time 'without  the  huge  commitment  of  State 
and  Federal  funds  which  can  hardly  be  envisioned  in  the  existing 
financial  climate. 

In.  summary,  despite  revisions  which  have  been  made  in  the 
flood-gate  proposal,  Option  3»  MACS  supports  the  non-structural 
alternative  which  has  no  environmental  impacts  and  which  would 
put  responsibility  for  flood  control  largely  on  the  local’  com¬ 
munities  where  it  belongs.  MACC  also  strongly  urges  that  no_ 
additional  funds  be  committed  to  this  flood-gate _ pro ject  until 
the  State  develops  an  environmentally  sound,  equitable  and  co- 


herent  plan  for  dealing  With  coastal  areas,  subject  to  flooding  both 
under  present  conditions  and.  in  the  event,  ,6'f  an  increased  rate  of 
sea-level  rise.  We  fear  that  the  flood rgate  project,  if  presently 
implemented  Will  set  a  very  unfortunate  precedent  for  other  estuarine 
salt  marsh  areas,  especially.  ACSOs  and  could  .result  in  a  demand  for 
"hard"  flood  control  measures  throughout  the  coastline.  We  suggest 
that  the  State  policy  be  developed  through  the  mechanism  of  *»•  GSIR. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  submit  these  comments. 


Sincerely  ;yours,/ 

- =*. .  ,  ^ 

J.udi  t  h-  C  .  3  kinne r 
Board  member,  KACC 

cci  &5DEP,  Wetlands  Div. 

MCZK 

MDEM,  Water  Resources 
EPA,  Region  I,  Wetlands  Div. 

USF&'WL 

Rep.  Mavroules 
Sen.  Boverini 
Rep.  Angelo 

Cons.  Comms.  of  Saugus,  Revere,  Lynn,  Malden 


BS'r 


CITY  OF  LYNN 

PLANNING  BOARD 

CITY  HALL  ROOM  106 
LYNN.  MASSACHUSETTS 
01901 


February  6,  1990 


Director 

Washington  Level  Review  Center 
Casey  Building. 

Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia  220.60-5586 
REFERENCE:  CWIS  No.  14021- 

Dear  Sir: 


Please:  accept  the  following  Comments  on  the  Final  .Rebort  entitled 
Water  Resources  Investigation-Feasiblity  Report  and.  Final 
Environmental  Impact.  Statement  and  Environmental  Impact  Report, 
Saugus  River  and  Tributaries, 'Flood  'Damage  Reduction  Study, 

Lynn,  Malden /.Revere  and  Saugus  Massachusetts.  These  comments 
have  been  prepared  as  a  result  of  my  review  of  these  documents 
as  the  Study  Coordinator  for  the  City  of  Lynn  Citizens'  Steering 
Committee  and  as  our  community  representative  on  the  Technical 
Group  and' are  hereby  submitted  on  ^behalf  of  the  City  of  Lynn. 

Dikes  and-  Walls  -  Lyrih  Harbor 

There  have  been  two  significant  changes  directly  related  to  this 
element  of  the  recommended  plan  incorporated  into  the  final  document 
since  its  draft  review.  Both  changes  involve  the  proposed  location 
of  the  earth-rfiiled  dike  and  stone  slope  protection  system. 


The  City  of  Lvnn  concurs  with  the  revised  recommendation  to  construct 
the  proposed  dike  inland  of  the  toe  of  the  bulkhead  .or  shorefror.t. 

The  revised  location  is  consistent  with  Federal,  State.,  and  local 
policy,  provides  for  maximum  benefit  of  protection  for  existing 
upland  uses  within  the  Lynnway  area,  and  remains  consistent  with 
local  plans  and  policy  towards  future  development  within  the 
impacted  area.  I  urge  the  Corps  to  pursue  the  construction  of  the 
Lynn  Harbor  dike  system  in  this  location. 


The  City  of  Lynn  cannot  suDport  a  final  recommended  plan  that 
includes  an  option  to  relocate  the  proposed  southern  1,300  feet  of 
the  Lynn  Harbor  dike  system  300  feet  inland  from  the  existing 
bulkhead.  As  repeatedly  stated  within  the  Feasibility  Report,  the 
recommended  plan  has  earned  a  wide  base  of  community  support  as  , 
a  result  of  four  years  of  directed  effort  in  public  involvement. 

It  is  inconceivable  that  this  Corps  would  compromise  this  cooperative 
effort  by  incorporating  an  eleventh  hour  change  of  this  magnitude 
without  any  consideration  towards  further  consultation  with  the  local 
community. 
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t  respectfully  request  that  the  final  recommended  plan  be  modified 
to  delete  this  option  or  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers  report  be 
withheld  and  the  MEPA  review  period  extended  until  this  significant 
change  can  fully  discussed  before  our  Citizens  Steering  Committee. 

If,  for  any  reason,  these  requests  cannot  be  satisfied,  I 
will  recommend  that  the  City  of  Lynn' s  support  for  the  Regional 
Saugus  River  Floodgate  Plan  be  withdrawn. 


Sincerely, 


Stephen  L.  Smith 
Assistant  Planning  Director 


SLS/jlc 

cc.:  Mr,  David  Shepardson,  EOEA/MEPA'  Unit 

Albert  V.  DiVirgilio,  Mayor,  City  of  Lynn 


SAUGUS  ACTION  VOLUNTEERS  FOR  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

24  Emory  St. 

Saugus,  Massachusetts  01906 


To:  David  Shepardson 
EOEA  /  MEPA  UNIT 
100  Cambridge  St.,  20^  fl. 

Boston,  Ma. 

Subject:  Saugus  River  Floodgate  Plan  (  File  “  6497) 


January  2'$',  1990 


i 


...Of.  ... 

JAri  A  > 


i  inis'll 


Dear  sir, 

The  Saugus  Action  Volunteers  for  the  Enviror.n.ent  (S.A.V.E.)  would 
like  to  reconfirm  our  former  endorsement  (letter  dated  August  5,  1989)  for 
the  Saugus  River  Floodgate  Plan.  However,  we  would  like  to  add  a  few  additional 
comments. 


Our  organization  has  a  membership  of  ninety  and  is  the  largest  of  its  type 
in  Saugus.  The  main  priority  of  our  group  is  the  preservation  of  wetlands, 
and  the  group  started  when  development  threatened  the  marshes  along  Route  107 
•in  the  mid  sixties.  It  is  only  after  careful  study  that  we  have  reached  the 
conclusion  that  building  the  floodgate  would  have  no  measurable  negative 
impact  on  the  marsh  but  would  give  us  some  positive  protections  to  the  wetland 
area. 


When  the  Army  Corps  first  proposed  this  project  it  brought  for  the  first  time 
an  indepth  study  of  the  marsh  ecosystem.  They  also  were  instrumental  in  citing 
illegal  violations  of  filling  in  the  area  in  both  Saugus  and  Revere.  Before 
this  there  was  scant  enforcement  in  this  area  by  either  local,  state  or  federal 
authorities.  If  the  project  is  built  ,  fulltime  monitoring  of  the  marsh  area 
for  illegal  fill  and  development  would  occur.  This  is  something  that  would  not 
happen  if  the  project  was  not  approved.  In  fact,  we  have  lost  wetlands  in  the 
past  in  the  Saugus  River  tributary  when  the  old  State  DF.QE  Dept,  has  overruled 
our  local  conservation  board  and  stated  that  the  ocean  can  he  used  as  compensory 
storage  for  flood  control. 


In  addition,  16S0  acres  of  marshland  would  be  bought  and  protected  for  use  as 
retention  areas  m  conjunction  with  this  project.  This  is  the  type  of  absolute 
protection  the  marsh  needs  and  deserves. 


This  project  would  also  make  it  more  politically  palatable  to  study  the  complete 
removal  of  the  remainder  of  the  1-95  road  embankment.  The  remains  of  this  aban¬ 
doned  road  bed  are  the  real  threat  to  the  marsh  wetlands  west  of  it.  The  erosion 
of  the  bank  is  filling  in  areas  adjacent  to  it  and  the  road  bed  retards  flushing 
of  the  marsh  behind  it.  This"sand  pile"  is  a  much  greater  threat  to  the  marsh 
than  the  floodgate  project. 


With  these  items  in  mind,  S.A.V.E. 
project. 


would  like  to  see  M.E.P.A.  approval  of  the 
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Sincerely, 


Phiur  G.  Coates 
Director 


^cmMZGfiusLectJ//i'  ojs  \y$aA&zcAj4AelL 

^UM&iarv  o^\^{ojusi& 

££e&ere&  S^a/tcsLi/a/l  c/}a/e-  C^fece,  tu/ctJSISjf, 

\ 100  <~$cu>idj'-ic&jf£  Csbvzel 
£f$a d/oris,  ^{aAoaxJtuAe/li,  C'2202 


727-3193 


Mr.  David  Shepardson 
EOEA/MEPA  Unit 

100  Cambridge  St.,  20th  floor 
Boston,  MA.  02202 


Reference:  EOEA  File  No.  6497 


Dear  Mr.  Shepardson: 


The  Massachusetts  Division  of  Marine  Fisheries  has  reviewed 
the  Feasibility  Report  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement/ 
Report  for  Flood  Damage  Reduction  in  the  Saugus  River  and 
Tributaries.  The  FEIS/FEIR  adequately  describes  marine  fishery 
resources  in  the  study  area.  Potential  impacts  to  adult  f infish 
are  adequately  addressed.  The  projected  alterations  to  estuarine 
hydrology,  resulting  from  introduced  structures,  are  not  expected 
to  impede  the  migration  and  movements  of  adult  finfish.  The 
potential  impacts  to  early  life  stages  of  finfish  and  shellfish 
were  addressed,  but  because  of  uncertainty  in  predicting  effects 
on  larval  transport  major  concerns  persist.  There  is  also 
remaining  concern  over  the  loss  of  three  acres  of  shellfish  habitat 
resulting  from  structures  built  under  the  Regional  Saugus  River 
Floodgate  Plan  (Option  3) .  Because  of  these  two  areas  of  concern, 

DMF  does  not  support  the  Army  Corp's  conclusion  that  Option  3  ..ill 
result  in  no  significant  environmental  impacts  to  marine  resources. 

The  Saugus  and  Pines  River  estuary  provides  essential  spawning 
and  nursery  habitat  for  many  species  of  finfish  and  shellfish. 
These  natural  habitats  have  been  encroached  upon  by  decades  of 
urban  development,  and  consequentially,  acres  of  habitat  have  been 
degraded  or  lost.  The  introduction  of  structures  proposed  in 
Option  3  is  inconsistent  with  marine  resource  management  objectives 
of  avoiding  development  in  estuaries.  The  flood  damage  reduction 
structures  offered  in  Option  3  create  potential  for  long-term 
ecological  impacts  within  the  estuary.  Specifically,  the  floodgate 
may  impose  excessive  mortality  to  planktonic  eggs  and  larvae  by  ^ 
physical  damage  and  disruption  of  transport  processes.  Potential 
impacts  could  also  occur  from  subtle  changes  in  upper  estuary 
habitat  where  the  salt  wedge  meets  the  freshwater  .tone.  These 
impacts  could  be  compounded  by  increased  floodgate  operations, 

38, 


February  6,  1990 

RECtWtO 

F£B  9  1990 

MEPft 


Army  Corps 


-2- 


2-6-90 


as  projected  under  future  conditions  of  sea-level  rise.  Rainbow 
smelt  are  an  example  of  a  Saugus  River  population  that  depend  on 
the  dynamics  of  tidal  and  water  shed  flushing  for  spawning  success 
and  passive  larval  transport.  The  sportfishery  for  smelt  in  the 
Saugus  River  has  declined  markedly  in  the  past  decade.  Any  impacts 
that  may  alter  smelt  spawning  habitat  should  be  avoided.  It  is 
understood  that  projections  of  potential  impacts  to  estuarine 
ecology  are  difficult  to  quantify.  This  is  a  situation  where 
caution  should  be  exercised  in  the  interest  of  preserving  natural 
characteristics  of  the  estuary. 

The  Army  Corps  has  made  responsible  attempts  to  accommodate 
concerns  over  loss  of  intertidal  and  subtidal  habitat  loss.  The 
total  loss  of  such  habitat  has  been  reduced  from  ten  to  three  acres 
for  the  FEIS/FEIR,  along  with  plans  to  mitigate  the  three  acre  loss 
with  the  creation  of  6.5  acres  of  shellfish  habitat  near  Sea  Plane 
Basin.  Given  the  long  history  of  development  in  the  Saugus  and 
Pines  River  tidelands,  the  loss  of  further  shellfish  habitat  is 
unacceptable  to  State  resource  management  objectives.  As  a  policy, 
DMF  does  not  support  any  coastal  alteration  project  that  results 
in  the  destruction  of  shellfish  habitat. 

In  conclusion,  DMF  opposes  the  Regional  Saugus  River  Flood¬ 
gate  Plan  as  described  and  recommended  by  the  Army  Corps  in  the 
FEIS/FEIR.  DMF  does  not  object  to  alternatives  of  flood  damage 
control  that  use  features  of  the  non-structural  plan  (Option  2)  and 
Option  3.  A  combination  of  waterfront  revetments  and  seawalls  and 
flood  plain  planning  may  prove  to  be  an  acceptable  alternative  to 
the  risk  of  creating  wide-ranging  ecological  impacts  in  the  Saugus 
and  Pines  River. 


Sincerely, 


Philip  G.  Coates 
Director,  DMF 


cc:  Army  Corps,  Washington  Level  Review  Center 
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Mr.  David  Shepardson 
EOEA/MEPA  Unit 

100  Cambridge  Street,  20th  Floor 
Boston,  MA.  02202 
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Reference  Number:  EOEA  File  #6497 

Floodgate  Project 


Dear  Mr.  Shepardson: 

Attached  are  my  comments  relative  to  the  Final  Impact 
Report  for  the  Saugus  River  and  Tributaries  Flood  Protection 
Plan  that  I  submitted  to  the  Washington  Level  Review  Center. 

Also,  please  include  these  comments  into  your  MEPA 
Review . 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


Respectfully 


"John  R.  Arrigo 
Revere  City  Council 


/ 


The  City  of  Revere  Massachusetts 


City  Council 

4  PUTNAM  ROAD 
REVERE.  WA  02131 
280-0444  286-2321 


JOHN  ARR1GO 
COUNCILLOR 


Director 

Washington  Level  Review  Center 
Casey  Building 

Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia  220-5586 
Reference:  CWIS  No.  14021 
Dear  Director: 


February  2,  1990 


As  the  City  Councillor  representing  the  Point  of  Pines, 
Riverside,  Oak  Island,  Kelly  Meadows,  and  a  section  of  Revere 
Beach  Boulevard,  I  have  reviewed  the  Water  Resources  Investigation 
Feasibility  Report  and  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report 
for  the  Saugus  River  and  Tributaries  Flood  Protection  Plan, 
and  I  am  very  supportive  of  the  Regional  Floodgate  Plan  (Option 
#3).  This  plan,  as  proposed,  offers  the  most  protective  measures 
to  prevent  the  devastation  of  previous  years  when  coastal 
storms  ravaged  the  low-lying  areas  of  Malden,  Lynn,  Saugus, 
and  Revere. 


Of  particular  concern  is  the  additional  support  I  would 
like  to  offer  concerning  the  planned  acquisition  of  1650  acres 
of  water  storage  areas  in  the  Saugus  and  Pines  River  estuary, 
which  I  believe  is  an  essential  ingredient  to  preserve  and 
protect  these  valuable  environmental  resourses. 

Other  concerns  and  comments  I  would  like  to  offer  are 
as  follows: 

The  inclusion  of  the  ponding  areas  between  North  Shore  i 
Road  and  Revere  Beach  from  Revere  Street  to  the  Point 
of  Pines  in  the  land  acquisition  plan. 

The  Point  of  Pines  Beach  must  remain  under  the  ownership 
and  control  of  the  Point  of  Pines  residents  and  its  Beach 
Association,  as  they  have  always  made  certain  to  maintain 
and  preserve  their  coastal  area  to  the  highest  of  standards, 
(easements  can  be  granted  for  maintenance) 


A  closer  alignment  to  the  pumping  station,  and  without 
the  dike  (possible  continuation  of  the  wall  with  extensive 
landscaping)  to  maintain  as  much  of  the  recreation  beach 
area  as  possible. 


Sand  dunes  reconstructed  without  structural  revetment 
underneath,  (all  sand  replenishment)  Also,  if  any  outside 
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CWIS  No.  14021 
Floodgate  Project 


source  of  replenishment  is  necessary,  the  quality  of  sand 
should  be  approved  by  the  City  of  Revere. 

Strict  assurance  that  no  additional  wall  structures  will 
block:  the  view  of  the  beach.  ^ 

Extensive  landscaping,  boardwalk  construction,  and  dune  grass  ^ 
replenishment  along  the  entire  project  with  the  approval  of  G? 
the  residents. 

No  heavy  equipment  operation  or  construction  past  5PM  or  -7 
before  9AM,  or  on  weekends.  ' 

Dredging  and  cement  lining  of  the  Eastern  County  Ditch  to  o 
allow  the  proper  flow  of  drainage  for  the  Kelly  Meadows,  & 

Bay  Road,  and  Oak  Island  Areas. 

Written  assurance  that  flood  insurance  will  no  longer  be  g 
required  by  the  residents.  » 

Pre-approved  plans  of  routes  of  travel  of  construction 
equipment  and/or  vehicles  during  all  phases  of  construction  (Q 
to  insure  all  safety  precautions  will  be  taken. 

An  accessible  line  of  communication  to  address  any  immediate 
concerns  of  the  residents  during  all  phases  of  construction 
and  operation.  And  further,  periodic  notices  sent  to  Point  // 
of  Pines  residents  notifying  them  of  construction  phases  to 
be  done,  and  a  timetable  and  scheduling  outline,  previous  to 
and  during  construction  of  the  project. 

The  delineation  of  the  entire  wetlands  accurately,  and  the  17 
distribution  to  all  the  cities  and  towns  the  appropriate-  ' 
maps  and  information. 

The  assurance  that  all  infractions  pertaining  to  the  illegal  f j 
fill  of  wetlands  will  be  strictly  dealt  with. 


Last ,  and  one  of  the  most  important  comments  I  would  like  to 
make  is  to  have  the  Floodgate,  itself,  and  all  operations  remain 
under  the  control  and  jurisdiction  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 


I  4~  : 
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Although  plans  have  been  made  to  have  funds  in  escrow  accounts 
for  maintenance  and  operation  by  the  State  and/or  the  M.D.C., 
much  concern  lies  with  the  fact  many  state  projects  are  very 
much  neglected  or  under-funded  when  long  term  care  is  necessary. 

Hopefully,  my  comments  and  concerns  will  be  taken  into 
consideration  when  the  proposal  is  reviewed  by  your  agency. 


Respectfully , 

/John  R.  Arrigo 
Revere  City  Council 


D.  Shepardson,  EOEA/MEPA  Unit 
Colonel  Wilson,  Corps  of  Engineers 
R.  Hunt,  Corps  of  Engineers 
Mayor  Colella 
Senator  Doris 
Representative  Reinstein 
F.  Stringi,  Planning 


THE  CITY  OF 

REVERE.  MASSACHUSETTS 


GEORGE  V.  COLELLA 

MATOR 


OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR 
CITY  HALL 


January  25,  1990 


Mr.  Daniel  Shepardson 
EOEA/MEPA  Unit 
100  Cambridge  Street 
20th  Floor 

Boston/  Massachusetts  02202 
RE:  EOEA  File  #  6497 


Dear  Mr.  Shepardson: 

This  Office,  in  conjunction  with  the  City's  Department  of 
Planning  and  Community  Development,  has  reviewed  the  Water 
Resources  Investigation  Feasibility  Report  and  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  Saugus  River  and  Tributaries 
Flood  Protection  Plan. 


The  Regional  Floodgate  Plan,  as  proposed,  with  associated 
shore  front  protection  in  the  Point  of  Pines  and  Revere  Beach 
area  will  provide  the  highest  level  of  flood  protection  to  the 
Point  of  Pines  and  back  shore  areas  of  Revere,  Malden,  Saugus 
and  bynn.  The  plan  in  general  is  strongly  supported  by  the  City 
of  Revere.  We  will  continue  to  work  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
to  finalize  mitigation  measures  within  the  area  most  impacted  by 
the  plan,  which  is  the  Point  of  Pines  section  of  Revere. 


Specific  plans  must 
construction  activity  as 
to  be  undertaken  during 
residential  neighborhood. 


be  worked  cut  for  haul  routes  during 
well  as  security  and  screening  measures 
and  after  construction  in  the  abutting 


Some  of  the  objectives  in  which  the  City  of  Revere  is 
seeking  to  achieve  and  wishes  to  see  incorporated  into  the 
proposed  plan  include;  alternative  flood  protection  measures 
which  are  non-structural  along  the  shore  front  area  of  the  Point 
of  Pines,  such  as  dune  restoration  and  sand  replenishment  in 
lieu  of  an  armor  stone  revetment;  minimizing  the  loss  and 


Bio, 


disruption  of  upper  beach  and  tidal  areas  at  the  mouth  of  the 
Point  of  Pines  and  Saugus  River  estuary;  extensive  landscaping 
and  screening  measures  to  soften  the  visual  impacts  of  the 
floodgate  structure  from  the  adjacent  residential  neighborhood; 
the  construction  of  walkways  to  improve  access  to  the  shorefront 
along  Rice  Avenue  adjacent  to  the  shoreline  protection  and  as  a 
means  of  protecting  the  sand  dunes  which  are  critical  component 
of  the  plan;  and  the  adoption  of  a  strict  maintenance  and 
operational  program  for  the  proper  management  of  all  the 
features  of  the  plan. 

The  City  of  Revere  will  continue  to  work  with  the  Corps  to 
insure  that  the  proper  mitigation  measures  are  built  into  the 
design  in  order  to  provide  the  highest  degree  of  flood 
protection  with  the  least  degree  of  environmental  and  social 
impact . 


c;  Frank  Stringi 
DPCD  Director 


B/ou 


28  RICE  AVENUE,  REVERE,  MASS.  02151 


Telephone  284-9717 
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Casey  Building  Vts- 

Fort  Belvoir , Virginia  2206,0—5536 
?.eference:CWI5  Mo. 14021 


I  would  like  to  offer  some  comments  to  the 
flood  damage  reduction  study  project.  Ms  welcome  this  wail  a 
was  ofigrnaiiy  planed.lt  offers  protection  to  cur  club  and  b. 
during  M-East  storms , however  we  have  some  concerns  with  some- 
changes  that  have  been  made  since  last,  meeting. 

On  your  latest  report  you  shew  the  wail  ha 
moved  closer  to  our  yacht  club.  It  is  connecting  to  land  at 
Bateman  avenue  now. This  is  at  the  end  of  our  property  right 
the  right  of the  pumping  station  which  is  on  an  ease man  that 
gaved  the  city  .-The  city  is  in  the  process  of  installing  a  pi 
from  this  pumping  station  that  will  be  either  under  the  vail 
very  close  to  it. The  second  problem  is  that  this  wall  inter.-: 
with  the  navigation  of  our  boats  within  cur  marina.  Cne  cthe 
problem  is  chat  you  are  creating  a  " Y ”  with  these  two  walls 
connection , as  I  am  showing  in  the  drawing  that  I  am  inciudir. 
with. this  report. 

This  wall  would  be  much  more  effect*' ve  if 
connected  at  the  very  point  of  point  of  pines  land. I  would 
appreciate  it  if  you- look  at  ray  concern  very  closly  and  if  I 
can  be  of  any  help  please  contact  me  at  any  time. 

I  'would  like  to  be  kept  on  your  steering 
committee  on  this  project. 


s  it 


c  The 

Metropolitan  Network 
'  oTSamcat 

Parks 

Beeches 

* 

Community  Boating 

Histone  Sites 


The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
Metropolitan  District  Commission 
M;  Ilyas  Bhatti,  Commissioner 


20  Somerset  Street 
Boston,  MA  02108 
617.?27*5114 


FEB  1  4  1990 


Ms.  Janet  McCabe,  Assistant  SecrcMtEP  A 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
MEPA  Unit 

100  Cambridge  Street  -  Room  2000 
Boston,  MA  02202 


February  9,  1990 


RE:  Saugus  Flood  Reduction  Study;  EOEA  #6497 
Dear  Ms.  McCabe: 


Recreational  Facilities 


Public. Concerts 


The  Metropolitan  District  Commission  (MDC)  is  pleased  to  have  this 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  above-referenced  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report  (FEIR). 


Treilside  Museum 


Boston  Herbor  Islands 


Metropolitan  Police 


Flood  Control 

i 

•  Watershed  Management 


The  nature  and  scope  of  this  project  makes  it  extremely  important  that  all 
of  its  options  are  examined  carefully.  It  is  our  opinion  that,  while  this  project 
may  have  significant  future  benefits  to  those  in  its  area,  there  remain  many 
unanswered  questions  and  many  unresolved  issues.  These  questions  and  issues 
should  be  resolved  before  this  project,  in  whatever  form  it  takes,  can  proceed. 
It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  MDC  is  to  be  the  state  sponsor  for  this 
project  and,  as  such,  most  of  the  burden  for  the  operation  and  management  of 
the  completed  facility  and  protected  estuary  will  fall  to  MDC.  Therefore,  the 
MDC  requests  that  the  proponent  examine  the  need  for  filing  a  Supplemental 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (SFEIR)  for  this  project. 


Pure  Water  Supply,  EXAMINATION -OF  OPTIONS 


Ouabom  Wachusettand 
Sudbury  Reservoirs 


Franklin  Park  and 
Slone  Memorial 
Zoos 


Sea  level  rise  will  affe.ct  more  than  the  floodgates.  Mitigation  for  sea  level 
rise  should  be  included  in  all  flood  protection  features  of  the  project.  Under  J 
the  proponent’s  'preferred  alternative,  retrofitting  appears  to  be  the 
responsibility, of  the  MDC.  If  the  floodgates  can  be  retrofitted,  can  the  sea 
walls  be  retrofitted?  Who  will  bear  the  cost  of  retrofitting  the  seawalls? 


Partway  Boulevard  and 
Sndge  System 


Charles.  Mystic  and 
neoonset  Rivers 


Beaver  Brock.  Blue  Hills, 
Sim  BanKBteaknead, 
Middies*)/  Felts,  and 
Stony  Broun.  Reservations 


MAINTENANCE  AND  OPERATION 

The  proponent  should  specifically  detail  all  responsibilities  for  operation 
and  maintenance  (O&M)  of  the  required  mitigation  features.  The  manpower  o 
and  equipment  needs,  duration  of  time  needed  to.  maintain  any  mitigation,  the  ^ 
responsibility  for  mitigativc  success  or  failure,  need  to  be  clearly  defined. 

The  proponent  should  also  examine  the  O&M  of  all  appurtenant  minor 
structures,  including  flap  valvcs/tidc  gates,  municipal  storm  drain 


MetroParka 

.  m 
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Metro  Parkways 
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lincs/dutfalls,  or  stop  log  structures  for  waterfront  public  access,  when  these 
structures  occur  on  private  and/or  city/town-owned  lands.  The  proponent 
should  examine  both  municipal  and  private  responsibility  for  these.  As  part  of 
said  examination,  the  proponent  should,  as  a  minimum,  propose  language  within 
a  draft  deed  which  includes  these  responsibilities. 

The  overall  O&M  cost  of  5220,000  annually  appears  low.  If  taken  as  a 
percentage  of  the  project's  total  estimated  cost,  this  figure  amounts  to 
approximately  .26%,  which  is  quite  low  for  this  type  of  project.  The  MDC 
requests  that  the  proponent  reexamine  and  reestimate  the  O&M  cost  of  this 
project.  The  MDC  will  be  the  project  sponsor  and  any  funding  issues  must  be 
resolved  before  the  MDC  will  take  on  that  responsibility. 

The  proponent  should  also  examine  a  way  of  establishing  the  necessary 
taking  lihes  for  the  estuary  storage  area. 

Also,  the  proponent  must  examine  the  use  of  and  funds  for  a  Natural 
Resource  Manager  position  to  be  implemented  for  this  project.  The  floodgate 
can  also  be  regarded  as  an  engineering  solution  which  protects  a  damaged 
natural  environment.  That  is,  due  to  the  filling  that  has  already  occurred,  there 
is  an  environmental  danger  to  the  marsh  from  this  and  any  other  future  filling. 
The  Natural  Resource  Manager  would  be  responsible  for  monitoring  damage  and 
impacts  to  the  marsh  and  floodplain  and  should  be  an  environmental  specialist. 
A  new  MDC  reservation  (made  from  estuary  and  floodplain)  could  be  created 
by  MDC.  The  Natural  Resource  Manager  would  then  be  responsible  for  this 
Reservation,  with  duties  thus  more  easily  defined  and  controlled.  Creating  a 
Reservation  would  also  afford  the  greater  level  of  environmental  protection 
that  all  of  our  reservations  now  enjoy. 

VISUAL  IMPACTS/RESPONSIBILITY 

Point  of  Pines  revetment  and  dune  stabilization  calls  for  landward 
landscaping,  walkways,  sand  fencing,  and  establishment  of  beach  grass.  Have 
the  plans  for  these  been  clearly  delineated? 

The  visual  impact  of  a  dike  and  flood  gate  barrier  being  7-14  feet  higher 
than  Rice  Road  will  be  significant.  Have  the  local  residents  been  consulted  as 
to  their  opinions  about  these  visual  impacts?  A  design  or  architectural 
rendering  of  the  flood  gate  barrier  should  be  provided  for  any  interested 
parties. 

CORRECTIONS 

FEIR  Main  Report-  Section  2 

a.  Pg.  66:  Reference  is  made  that  the  Town  Line  and  Linden  Brook  flood  control 
project  will  cause  a  loss  of  intertidal  habitat.  This  is  incorrect  and  should  not 
be  categorized  with  other  projects  that  will  impact  intertidal  habitat. 

r 

b.  Pg.  71:  The  reference  to  Route  93  in  the  last  line  of  the  first  paragraph 
appears  to  be  incorrect. 


BIZU 


c.  Pg.  94:  The  reference  in  the  first  sentence  to  Wonderland  Station  as  a 
commuter  rail  system  is  incorrect.  It  is  actually  a  part  of  the  MBTA’s  Blue  Line 
rapid  transit  system; 

GENERAL  ISSUES 

The  issue  of  some^party  bearing  responsibility  for  monitoring  development 
on  the  floodplain  once  the  project  is  in  place  should  be  settled  before  this 
project  can  go  forward. given  a  current  lack  of  municipal  zoning  to  prevent  it.  3 
Similarly,,  the  issue  of  MDG  and  municipal  responsibility  has  yet  to  be  clearly 
delineated  bdth  in  word  and  through  ordinance.  The  proponent  must  continue 
to  work  with  both  municipalities  and  state  agencies  in  order  to  delineate  both 
financial  and  technical  responsibilities  for  the  project. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 


cc:  N.  Baratta 
F.  Faucher 
H:  Higgott 
P.  DiPictro 
C.  Terzian 
J.  Benoit,  CZM 
J.  O’Connell,  CZM 


Sinceju^y, 

M.  ILYAS  BHATTI 
COMMISSIONER 


SECTION  C 


LETTERS  RECEIVED  BY  WASHINGTON  LEVEL  REVIEW  CENTER  IN 
RESPONSE  TO  DIVISION  ENGINEER’S  PUBLIC  NOTICE 


Public  Health  Service 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  £  HUMAN  SERVICES 


Centers  for  Disease  Control 
Atlanta  GA  30333 
January  25,  1990 


Director 

Washington  Level  Review  Center 
Casey  Building 

Fort  Belvoir ,  Virginia  22060-5586 
Reference:  CWIS  No.  14021 

Dear  Sir: 


We  have  completed  our  review  of  the  Final  Water  Resources 
Investigation-Feasibility  Report  and  Fined  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
and  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Saugus  River  and  Tributaries,  Flood 
Damage  Reduction  Study:,  Lynn,  Malden,  Revere  and  Saugus,  Massachusetts. 

We  are  responding  on  behalf  of  the  U.S.  Public  Health  Service. 

The  Option  3's  floodgate  structure  and  its  proposed  operation,  as 
reported,  would  reduce  flooding  of  5,000  buildings  plus  all  major 
transportation  arteries  serving  the  Study  Area.  In  addition,  the  project 
has  been  specifically  designed  for  no  significant  adverse  impacts  on  the 
estuary  and  navigational  safety.  We  concur  with  the  need  for  this  project 
and  with  the  preferred  option  3.  The  provision  for  a  full  time 
environmental  enforcement  manager  and  a  public  awareness  program  will  be 
extremely  beneficial  in  implementing  the  proposed  plan. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  document.  Please  insure  that 
we  are  included  on  your  mailing  list  for  further  documents  which  are 
developed  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) . 

Sincerely  yours, 

Kenneth  W.  Holt,  M.S.E.H. 
Environmental  Health  Scientist 
Center  for  Environmental  Health 
and  Injury  Control 


cz. 
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Service 


451  West  Street 
Anherst,  MA  01002 
Tel.  (413)  256-0441 


January  31,  1990 


Col-  Daniel  H.  Wilson 
N.E.  Division 
Corps  of  Engineers 
424  Trapelo  Road 
Waltham,  MA  02254-9149 

Dear  Col.  Wilson 

We  have  no  cantnents  on  the  fined  report  entitled  1 'Water  Resources 
Investigation-Feasibility  Report  and  .Final  Environmental  Inpact  Statement  and 
Environmental  Inpact  Report,  Saugus  River  and  Tributaries,  Flood  Damage 
Reduction  Study,  Lynn,  Malden,  Revere  and  Saugus,  Massachusetts.” 

Sincerely, 


a 

REX  0.  TRACY 
State  Conservationist 


So i  Ccose<.ato'’  3ef»ce 
3  in  ag«"cy  )’  me 
OeoaH-'nenl  gt  A^riCgilute 


c °l 


Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

Division  off 
MwtoaWlkHife 


Wayne  F.  MacCalhirt,  Director 


.  February  14,  1990 


Director 

Washington  Level  Review  Center 
Casey  Building 

Fort  Belvou,  Virginia  22060-5586 
RE:  CWIS  No.  14021 
Dear  Sir: 

We  apologize  for  the  tardiness  of  this  response ■ to  your  request  for 
comments  on  the  proposed  Saugus  River  Flood  Damage  Reduction  Study  in 
Massachusetts. 

Our  major  concern  at  this  point  in  time  is  to  provide  adequate 
protection  for  the  waters  and  lands  behind  the  proposed  flood  gates. 

We  believe  the  Corp  is  wrong  in  its  assessment  that  economic  development 
in  the  impact  area  will  be  independent  of  whether  or  not  a  flood  gate  is 
built.  Although  proposed  development  projects  may  eventually  exist,  the 
likelihood  of  their  eventual  completion  will  be  much  greater  if  the  flood 
gates  are  installed. 

To  thi3  end,  we  believe  the  best  way  to  protect  wildlife  habitat  in 
:ths  area  is  to  protect  the  lands  and  waters  of  the  Saugus  River  and  its 
tributaries  through  acquisition  or  easements.  The  establishment  of  a 
Saug;us  River  National  Wildlife  Refuge  through  National  Wetlands  Protection 
Act  funds  may  be  one  means  of  r '.complishing  this. 


Sincerely, 

H  W  Heusmann 
Waterfowl  Biologist 


cc:  David  Shepardson 
EOEA/MEPA  Unit 


C/I 


Division  of  Fisheries  &  Wildlife 

Field  Headquarters,  One  Rabbit  Hill  Road,  Westboro,  MA  01581  (508)  366-4470 

9  n  Agency  of  the  Department  of  F tshenes,  Wildlife  it  Environmental  Law  Enforcement 


COASTAL  ZONE 
MANAGEMENT 


&Ae  '^o'm'mcnt&eaWi  d(aMachu&elfo 

t  Office  ffi  Onvt*onnunta£  srfffiairt 
400  ^amlr<</^4  S$*ect 
OHolton,  isUatdacJiuScth  02202 


March  l,  1990 


Ms.  Beverly  Boyle 

State  Clearinghouse  Coordinator 

MA  EOCD  -  Room  1803 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Ms.  Boyle: 

With  this  letter  the  Massachusetts  Coastal  Zone  Management 
Office  submits  comments  to  the  Army 'Corps  of  Engineers,  New  England 
Division  on  the  Feasibility  Report  and  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement/Report  for  Saugus  River  and  Tributaries,  Lynn,  Malden, 
Rever  and  Caugua,  MA  -  Flood  Damage  Reduction;  as  noticed  in  the 
January  23,  1990  MA  Intergovernmental  Review  Monitor.  The  attached 
comment  letter  was  issued  to  the  Massachusetts  MEPA  Unit  of  the 
Executive  office  of  Environmental  Affairs  in  response  to  notice  of 
the  same  study  in  the  January  12,  1990  Environmental  Monitor;  the 
same  concerns  apply. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  report. 


JRB/JA/ag  * 


il.  Feb  <10  ,  lit**  /  [  ‘  j,\  / 
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SECTION  D 


FINAL  REPORT  TRANSMITTAL  AND  PUBLIC  NOTICES 


,  DEPARTMENT  of  the  army 

NEW  ENGLAND 'DIVISION.  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS; 
424  TRARELC  ROAD 
WALTHAM.  MASSACHUSETTS  022S4 


December  29,  1989 


Planning  Division 
Impact  Analysis  Branch 


Mr.  John  DeViliars 
Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street  -  20th  Floor 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02202 

Dear  Mr.  DeViliars:. 

The  New  England  Division,  Corps  of  Engineers,  is  pleased  to 
submit  the  enclosed  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report  for 
the  Saugus  River  and  Tributaries,  Flood  Damage  Reduction  Study  on 
behalf  of  the  communities  of  Lynn,  Malden,  Revere,  and  Saugus, 
Massachusetts.  Upon  completion  of  your  review  and  issuance  of  your 
certificate  on  the  acceptability  of'  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report  (FEIR)  we  will  forward  the  certification  to  our  Washington 
office  for  inclusion  in  their  review  prior  to  submission  to 
Congress . 

Additionally,  in  order  to  process  the  report  our  Washington 
office  requires  a  separate  written'  indication  from  you  that  the 
project  is  expected  to  be  consistent  with  the  Commonwealth ' s 
Coastal  Zone  Management  Program  and  eligible  for  receipt  of  a  Water 
Quality  Certificate  under  Section  401  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  We 
discussed  these  requirements  with  your  responsible  agencies  at  our 
November  29,  1989  meeting. 

We  realize  a  Coastal  Zone  Consistency  Determination  concurrence 
and  issuance  of  the  Water  Quality  Certificate  cannot  be  made  at 
this  time  because  of  the  Commonwealth's  procedures  for  these 
programs.  However,  at.  a  minimum,  we  need  a  statement  that  the 
Commonwealth  supports  the  project  and  expects  the  project  can  be 
consistent  and  a  water  quality  certificate  can  be  issued  during  the 
design  phase.  This  will  meet  our  agencies  requirements  and  allow 
Pre-construction  Engineering  and  Design  to  proceed. 

We  request,  therefore  that  upon  issuance  of  your  certificate  on 
the  FEIR  you  also  address  the  likelihood  of  the  project  being 
consistent  with  the  Coastal  Zone  Management  Program  and  eligible 
for  receipt  of  Water  Quality  Certification.  Finally,  we  request  a 
summary  of  any  variance  procedures  your  agency  will  be  requiring 
before  project  implementation. 


Dl, 
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The  Corps  looks  forward  to  continuing  work  with  the 
Cosunonwealth  on  this  project  and  preparing  final  plane  and  design. 
If  you  have  any  questions ,  please  feel  free  to  call  me  at  (617) 
647-8220  or  Mr.  Robert  Hunt,  the  Study  Manager  at  (617)  647-8216. 

Sincerely, 


Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
Division  Engineer 

Enclosure .3 

Copy  Furnished: 

Mr.  James  O' Conneil 

Office  of  Coastal  Zone  Management 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02202 

Mr.  David  Sheapardson 
MEPA  Unit 

100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02202 


Planning)  Division 
Basin  Management  Branch 


January  8,  1880 


Honorable  Michael  S.  Dukakis 

Governor  of  the  Commonweal th  of  Massachusetts 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02133 

Dear  Governor  Dukakis: 

I  am  pleased  to  provide  the  enclosed  Final  Report  entitled  Water 
Resources  Investigation-Feasibility  Report  and  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  and  Environmental  Impact  Report.  Saugus  River  and  Tributaries, 
Flood  Oamaoe  Reduction  Study,  Lvnn,  Malden,  Revere  and  Sauous, 
Massachusetts.  The  report  is  also  provided  on  behalf  of  the  state 
sponsor,  the  Metropolitan  District  Commission,  and  the  sponsoring 
communities  of  Lynn,  Malden,  Revere  and  Saugus,  Massachusetts.  Also 
enclosed  is  a  Public  Notice  that  the  report  has  been  transmitted  to  the 
Washington  Level  Review  Center.  The  Notice  is  being  provided  to  the  media 
and  the  public. 

The  report  culminates  four  years  of  Investigating  the  coastal  flooding 
problems  and  resources  In  the  communities,  and  selects  for  implementation 
a  Regional  Plan.  The  plan  would  provide  a  very  high  degree  of  coastal 
flood  protection  to  5000  residential,  commercial  and  industrial  buildings 
in  these  communities,  reduce  damages  to  major  north  shore  utilities,  and 
reduce  disruption  to  regional  public  transportation.  The  plan  also 
includes  parkland  for  public  recreation  and  provides  for  a  safer  port  of 
refuge  for  the  *00  vessel  fleet  using  the  waterways.  Protactlon  of  the 
natural  flood  water  storage  capacity  in  the  Saugus  and  Pines  Rivers 
estu3rv  through  acquisition  of  a  real  estate  interest  In  1650  acres  Is 
also  a  feature  of  the  plan  which  would  help  preserve  its  valuable 
environmental  resources. 

I  would  appreciate  any  comments  you  have  on  the  report  and  the 
selected  plan  sent  bv  February  9,  1990  directly  to  the  Director, 

Washington  Level  Review  Center,  Casey  Building,  Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia 
22060-5586  (Reference  CWIS  No.  14021).  Comments  may  elso  be  provided  for 
the  State  review  process.  The  official  closing  date  Is  30  days  from  the 
date  on  which  the  Notice  of  Availability  for  the  Environmental  Impact 
Report  appears  In  the  Environmental  Monitor.  With  the  Notice  expected  to 
be  published  on  January  10.  the  closing  date  Is  expected  to  be  February  9. 
1990.  As  part  of  the  Massachusetts  environmental  review  process,  !  would 
appreciate  copies  of  vour  comments  sent  to:  Mr.  David  Sheperdson, 
60EA/MEPA  Unit,  100  Camoridge  Street.  20th  Floor,  Boston,  Massacnusetts 
02202.  (Reference:  E0EA  File  Number  6497). 


DZ 


/ 


I  appreciate  vour  interest  in  this  studv.  If  vou  or  your  staff  have 
any  questions  regarding  this  report,  please  feel  free  to  call  me  at  (617) 
647-6222.  or  the  Project  Manager,  Mr.  Robert  G.  Hunt  1647-8216). 

Sincerely, 


Daniel  M,  Wilson 
Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
Division  Engineer 


Enclosures 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

NEW  ENGLAND  DIVISION.  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
424  TRAPELO  ROAD 

WALTHAM.  MASSACHUSETTS  02254-9149 

January  8,  1990 


Planning  Division 
Basin  Management  Branch 


Mr,  Ilyas  Ehatti,  Conmissioner 
Metropolitan  District  Commission 
20  Somerset  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02108 

Dear  Mr.  Bhatti: 

I  am  pleased  to  provide  the  enclosed  Final  Report  entitled  Water 
Resources  Investigation-Feasibility  Report  and  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  and  Environmental  Impact  Report.  Saugus  River  and  Tributaries. 
Flood  Damage  Reduction  Study,  Lvnn,  Malden.  Revere  and  Saugus, 
Massachusetts.  The  report  has  been  sent  out  for  public  distribution  on 
ycur  behalf  as  the  state  sponsor  and  the  sponsoring  cxmntunities  of  Lynn, 
Malden,  Revere  and  Saugus,  Massachusetts.  Also  enclosed  is  a  Public 
Notice  that  the  report  has  been  transmitted  to  the  Washington  Level  Review 
Center.  The  Notice  is  being  provided  to  the  media  and  the  public. 

The  report  culminates  four  years  of  investigating  the  coastal  flooding 
problems  and  resources  in  the  ccmmunities,  and  selects  for  implementation 
a  Regional  Plan.  The  plan  would  provide  a  very  high  degree  of  coastal 
flood  protection  to  5000  residential,  commercial  and  industrial  buildings 
in  these  ccmmunities,  reduce  damages  to  major  north  shore  utilities,  and 
reduce  disruption  to  regional  public  transportation.  The  plan  also 
includes  parkland  for  public  recreation  and  provides  for  a  safer  port  of 
refuge  for  the  400  vessel  fleet  using  the  waterways.  Protection  of  the 
natural  flood  water  storage  capacity  in  the  Saugus  and  Pines  Rivers 
estuary  through  acquisition  of  a  real  estate  interest  in  1650  acres  is 
also  a  feature  of  the  plan  which  would  help  preserve  its  valuable 
environmental  resources. 

I  would  appreciate  any  comments  you  have  on  the  report  and  the 
selected  plan  sent  by  February  9,  1990  directly  to  the  Director, 

Washington  Level  Review  Center,  Casey  Building,  Fort  Eel  voir,  Virginia 
22060-5586  (Reference  CWIS  No.  14021) .  Also  needed  is  a  Letter  of  Intent 
that  the  Commonwealth  would  meet  the  items  of  local  cooperation  summarized 
in  the  main  report.  This  letter  is  needed  due  to  changes  in  the  final 
report  which  were  discussed  with  your  staff  on  November  29,  1989, 
including,  acquisition  of  a  real  estate  interest  in  the  estuary  storage 
area,  a  reduction  of  intertidal  impacts  and  a  smaller  mitigation  site. 
Comments  may  also  be  provided  for  the  State  review  process.  The  official 
closing  date  is  30  days  from  the  date  on  which  the  Notice  of  Availability 
for  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  appears  in  the  Environmental  Monitor. 
With  the  Notice  expected  to  be  published  on  January  10,  the  closing  date 
is  expected  to  be  February  9,  1990.  As  part  of  the  Massachusetts 
environmental  review  process,  I  would  appreciate  copies  of  ycur  comments 
sent  to:  Mr.  David  Shepardson,  EOEA/MEPA  Unit,  100  Cambridge  Street,  20th 
Floor,  Boston,  Massachusetts  02202,  (Reference:  EOEA  File  Number  6497). 

PS, 


I  appreciate  your  interest  and  help  in  this  study.  If  you  or  your 
staff  have  any  questions  regarding  this  report,  please  feel  free  to  call 
me  at  (617)  647-8222,  or  the  Project  Manager,  Mr.  Robert  G.  Hunt 
(647-8216) . 

Sincerely, 


colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 


Division  Engineer 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

NEW  ENGLAND  DIVISION.  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
424  TRAPELO  ROAD 

WALTHAM,  MASSACHUSETTS  02254-9149 

January  8, 1990 


Planning  Division 
Basin  Management  Branch 


DEAR  INTERESTED  PARTY: 

The  New  England  Division,  Corps  of  Engineers  is  providing,  for  your  comments,  the  enclosed 
Final  Report  entitled  Water  Resources  Investigation-Feasibility  Report  and  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  and  Environmental  Impact  Report.  Saugus  River  and  Tributaries,  Flood 
Damage  Reduction  Study,  Lynn,  Malden.  Revere  and  Saugus,  Massachusetts.  The  Corps  is 
pleased  to  provide  the  report  on  behalf  of  the  state  sponsor,  the  Metropolitan  District 
Commission,  and  the  sponsoring  Communities  of  Lynn,  Malden,  Revere  and  Saugus, 
Massachusetts.  The  report  has  been  forwarded  for  the  Washington  Level  Review  as  described  in 
the  enclosed  Public  Notice. 

The  report  culminates  four  years  of  investigating  the  coastal  flooding  problems  and  resources  in 
the  communities,  and  recommends  for  implementation  a  Regional  Plan.  The  plan  would  provide 
a  very  high  degree  of  coastal  flood  protection  to  5000  residential,  commercial  and  industrial 
buildings  in  these  communities,  reduce  damages  to  major  north  shore  utilities,  and  reduce  dis¬ 
ruption  of  regional  public  transportation.  The  plan  also  includes  park  land  for  public  recreation. 
Protection  of  the  natural  flood  water  storage  area  in  the  Saugus  and  Pines  Rivers  estuary  through 
acquisition  of  a  real  estate  interest  in  1650  acres  is  also  a  feature  of  the  plan  which  would  help 
preserve  it's  valuable  environmental  resources. 

Your  comments  on  the  final  report  and  the  recommended  plan  are  invited  during  the  30  day 
Washington  review  ending  February  9.  For  the  state  MEPA  review,  the  official  closing  date  is  30 
days  from  the  date  on  which  the  notice  of  availability  for  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  ap¬ 
pears  in  the  Environmental  Monitor.  With  the  Notice  expected  to  be  published  on  January  10,  the 
closing  date  is  expected  to  be  February  9, 1990. 

Your  comments  for  the  Washington  Review 
should  be  sent  to: 

Director 

Washington  Level  Review  Center 
Casey  Building 

Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia  22060-5586 
Reference:  CWIS  No.  14021 

The  sponsors  and  the  Corps  appreciate  your  interest  in  this  study.  If  you  have  any  questions, 
please  feel  free  to  call  me  at  (617)  647-8222,  or  the  Project  Manager,  Mr.  Robert  G.  Hunt  (647- 
8216). 


A  copy  of  your  comments  should 
be  provided  for  the 
MEPA  review  process  to: 

Mr.  David  Shepardson 
EOEA/MEPA  Unit 
100  Cambridge  Street,  20th  floor 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02202 
Reference:  EOEA  File  Number  6497 
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Sincerely, 

Daniel  Yl.  Wilson 
Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
Division  Engineer 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

NEW  ENGLAND  DIVISION.  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
424  TRAPELO  ROAD 

WALTHAM,  MASSACHUSETTS  02254-9149 

ttnr  to 
*n£'(TiON  of 

JANUARY  9,1990 

Planning  Division 
Basin  Management  Branch 

PUBLIC  NOTICE 

OF  TRANSMITTAL  OF  FEASIBILITY  REPORT 
AND  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  AND  REPORT 
FOR  FLOOD  DAMAGE  REDUCTION  IMPROVEMENTS  FOR  THE 
SAUGUS  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES  IN 
LYNN,  MALDEN,  REVERE  AND  SAUGUS,  MASSACHUSETTS 
TO  THE  WASHINGTON  LEVEL  REVIEW  CENTER 


INTRODUCTION  -  The  New  England  Division,  Corps  of  Engineers,  has  completed  a 
study  to  determine  the  engineering  feasibility,  economic  justification,  and  environmental 
acceptability  of  providing  improvements  in  Lynn,  Malden,  Revere  and  Saugus, 
Massachusetts  to  reduce  coastal  flood  damages  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Saugus  River  and  trib¬ 
utaries.  The  study  was  conducted  under  the  authority  of  a  Congressional  resolution 
adopted  on  September  12,  1969.  I  found  the  recommended  plan,  described  below,  to  be 
the  best  solution  to  the  flood  problem.  I  am  transmitting  the  report  to  the  Washington 
Level  Review  Center  for  their  review  and  submittal  to  the  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers 
and  Harbors  for  approval. 

RECOMMENDED  PLAN  -  I  recommend  a  plan  which  incorporates  3-  miles  of  existing 
seawalls,  beaches  and  tide  gates  with  3.5-miles  of  proposed  walls,  dikes,  revetments,  and 
dune  and  beach  restoration  along  the  Revere  and  Lynn  shorefronts.  I  also  recommend 
construction  of  a  floodgate  structure  across  the  mouth  of  the  Saugus  River  and  acquisition 
in  fee  or  easement  of  about  1650  acres  of  estuary  storage  area  including  a  ponding  area 
near  the  north  end  of  Revere  Beach.  The  floodgate  structure  spans  1290  feet  at  the  mouth 
of  the  Saugus  River  and  includes  600  feet  of  gated  openings  so  as  to  maintain  both  safe 
passage  for  navigation  and  natural  tide  levels  and  flushing  patterns  in  the  estuary.  The 
plan  would  result  in  a  2-  acre  loss  of  intertidal  and  1-acre  subtidal  habitat,  for  which  miti¬ 
gation  is  planned  through  the  creation  of  clam  flats  and  subtidal  habitat.  A  flood  forecast, 
warning  and  evacuation  plan  would  be  developed  for  the  communities. 

The  combined  elements  of  the  plan  provide  protection  to  over  5,000  structures  in  the 
Standard  Project  Northeaster  floodplain  and  prevent  nearly  all  the  damages  from  coastal 
flooding  in  the  study  area.  The  plan  also  provides  for  improved  public  recreation,  im¬ 
proved  protection  of  the  environmental  resources  in  the  estuary  through  acquisition  of  a 
real  estate  interest,  and  a  significant  reduction  in  damages  to  public  transportation,  and 
other  infrastructure  facilities  serving  Boston’s  Norw  Shore. 
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The  $88.5  million  Regional  Plan  would  have  an  average  annual  cost  of  $8,990,000  which  in¬ 
cludes  $230,000  per  year  for  operation,  maintenance  and  major  replacements.  The  plan 
produces  average  annual  benefits  of  $11,390,000,  primarily  from  flood  damage  reduction. 
Thus  project's  annual  net  benefits  are  $2,400,000,  with  a  benefit  to  cost  ratio  of  1.3. 
Benefits  and  costs  are  at  1989  price  levels. 


CONCLUSION  -  The  recommended  Regional  Saugus  River  Floodgate  Plan  is  economically 
justified  and  maximizes  net  economic  benefits.  The  plan  is  technically  feasible,  as  similar 
projects  have  been  constructed  and  operated  by  the  New  England  Division  for  more  than 
20  years.  Following  the  draft  review  of  this  document,  the  state  sponsor,  the  Metropolitan 
District  Commission(MDC),  provided  a  letter  supporting  the  project.  Also  the  MDC  indi¬ 
cated  that  funding  would  be  requested  from  the  state  legislature  and  the  Local 
Cooperation  Agreement  would  be  signed  at  the  appropriate  time  in  cooperation  with  the 
four  sponsoring  communities.  The  cities  of  Lynn,  Malden  and  Revere  and  the  town  of 
Saugus  also  provided  letters  supporting  the  project  and  agreeing  to  meet  those  items  of  lo¬ 
cal  cooperation  not  within  the  direct  control  of  the  MDC.  The  non-Federal  cost  of  the  pro¬ 
ject  is  35.3  percent  or  $31,200,000  (includes  $9,200,000  in  Real  Estate  and  relocation  or  alter¬ 
nations  to  existing  utilities).  The  state  sponsor  would  be  required  to  provide  cash 
contributions  estimated  at  $22,000,000  during  construction  which  is  currently  planned  for 
1994,  in  addition  to  meeting  the  real  estate  and  relocation  requirements.  Following  com¬ 
pletion  of  the  project,  an  estimated  $230,000  per  year  operation  and  maintenance  cost 
would  be  a  continuing  non-Federal  responsibility.  The  sponsors  would  also  protect  the  ex¬ 
isting  flood  storage  capacity  of  the  estuary  by  acquisition  in  fee  or  easement  of  the  approx¬ 
imate  1650  acre  estuary.  The  Federal  Government  would  finance  64.7  percent  or 
$57,300,000  of  the  project  cost. 

FEDERAL  REVIEW  AND  AUTHORIZATION  PROCESS  -  In  accordance  with  the  law 
and  Corps  regulations,  the  Feasibility  Report  including  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  and  Massachusetts'  Environmental  Impact  Report  are  being  referred  for  review 
to  the  Washington  Level  Review  Center  (WLRC)  in  Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia.  Although  the 
report  is  identified  as  "final"  at  this  stage,  the  documents  are  under  agency  review  and 
subject  to  revision.  Interested  parties  may  present  written  views  on  these  documents  to 
the  WLRC. 

Written  communications  should  be  mailed  to  Director,  Washington  Level  Review  Center, 
Casey  Building,  Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia  22060-5586.  Your  comments  on  the  final  report  and 
the  recommended  plan  are  invited  during  the  30  day  review  period  ending  February  9, 
1989.  If  extension  of  this  date  is  considered  necessary,  a  written  request  stating  reasons 
and  additional  time  desired  should  be  mailed  to  the  WLRC  soon  after  receipt  of  this  no¬ 
tice.  The  availability  of  the  NEPA  document  (Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement) 
should  appear  shortly  in  the  Federal  Register  for  a  30  day  Public  Review. 

Co[  'as  of  information  received  by  mail  will  not  be  furnished  to  other  parties.  However, 
such  information  will  be  regarded  as  public  information  and  may  be  inspected  and  nota¬ 
tions  made  therefrom  by  other  interested  parties  in  the  office  of  the  WLRC.  The  WLRC 
will  not  take  final  action  on  the  report  until  after  expiration  of  this  announcement  or  any 
extension  thereof  that  may  be  granted  and  full  consideration  of  all  information  submitted 
in  response.  Trior  to  adoption  of  the  proposed  project,  the  study  evaluations  and  report 
findings  will  be  reviewed  by  the  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors,  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  and  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  of  Civil  Works. 
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The  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors  was  established  by  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1902  with  a  primary  function  of  reviewing  feasibility  reports  and  advising  the  Chief 
of  Engineers.  The  Board  conducts  its  own  independent  review  and  coordinates  a  review 
by  affected  States  and  other  Federal  agencies.  The  Board  then  provides  a  recommendation 
to  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

The  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  turn,  reviews  the  report  and  recommendations  of  the  Board  and 
forwards  a  recommendation  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  If  the  Chief’s  recommendation 
is  significantly  different  from  the  recommendation  coordinated  with  the  State  and  Federal 
agencies,  the  States  and  agencies  will  be  afforded  an  opportunity  to  comment  further  prior 
to  submission  of  the  Chiefs  report  to  the  Secretary. 

The  i  ssistant  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  consultation  with  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  then  establishes  the  Administration  position  on  whether  the  proposal  should  be 
recommended  to  the  Congress  for  authorization. 

STATE  REVIEW  -  In  addition  to  the  Federal  Review,  the  Massachusetts  Environment 
Policy  Act  (MEPA)  review  will  be  conducted  over  a  30  day  period.  The  period  would  start 
with  a  Notice  of  Availability  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  in  the  Environmental 
Monitor.  Assuming  the  notice  appears  as  scheduled  on  January  10, 1990,  the  end  of  the  re¬ 
view  period  would  be  February  9,  1990.  Comments  should  be  sent  to  Mr.  David 
Shepardson  (Reference  EOEA  6497)  at  the  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs, 
MEPA  Unit,  100  Cambridge  Street,  Boston,  Massachusetts  02202. 

If  all  reviews  find  the  product  to  be  favorable,  Congressional  authorization  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  project  will  be  required  and  the  report  would  be  submitted  to  the  appropriate 
Congressional  committee  for  consideration.  Congressional  procedure  normally  includes 
review  and  hearing  by  the  Public  Works  Committees  and  authorization  by  inclusion  in  a 
Water  Resources  Development  Act.  Presidential  approval  of  this  act  concludes  the  author¬ 
izing  actions. 

COPIES  OF  REPORT  -  Further  information  may  be  obtained  from  this  office.  Copies  of 
the  complete  Feasibility  Report  will  be  available  for  review  at  the  New  England  Division 
Office  in  Waltham,  Massachusetts.  As  only  a  limited  number  of  complete  reports  are 
available,  interested  parties  may  make  such  notes  of  the  contents  of  the  report  as  they  de¬ 
sire.  Copies  of  the  report  will  not  be  loaned  for  use  outside  the  Division  office  but  they 
may  be  purchased  from:  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  National  Technical  Information 
Service  (NTIS),  5285  Port  Royal  Road,  Springfield,  Virginia  22161.  The  request  should 
cite:  Saugus  River  and  Tributaries  Flood  Damage  Reduction  Study,  Lynn,  Malden,  Revere 
and  Saugus,  Massachusetts.  The  Main  Report  is  in  2  sections  and  the  8  Volumes  of 
Appendices  are  in  9  parts.  For  order  information  call  NTIS  at  either  ("93)  487-4600  or  1- 
800-336-4700. 

If  you  know  of  any  other  persons  who  may  be  interested  in  the  report,  please  give  them 
the  foregoing  information.  Should  you  have  any  questions,  please  feel  free  to  contact  me 
at  (617)  647-8220.  Mr.  Robert  G.  Hunt  of  my  staff  coordinated  the  investigation.  Should 
you  desire  additional  information,  he  can  be  reached  at  ( 617)  647-8216. 

Sincerely, 


/  Daniel  M.  Wilson 

Colonel, Corps  of  Engineers 
Division  Engineer 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

WATER  RESOURCES  SUPPORT  CENTER,  CORPS  OP  ENGINEERS 
CASEY  BUILDING 
FORT  BELVOIR.  VA  22060-5586 

January  24,  1990 

TO 

-ATTENTION  Or- 


Washington  Level  Review  Center 


TO  INTERESTED  PARTIES 


Enclosed  for  your  information  is  a  copy  of  the 
report  on  the  Saugus  River  and  Tributaries,  Massachu¬ 
setts,  project,  which  includes  the  final  environmental 
Impact  statement  (FEIS),  prepared  in  accordance  with 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (NEPA) . 
The  FEIS  is  being  filed  with  the  Environmental  Protec¬ 
tion  Agency  and  is  being  made  available  to  interested 
parties  for  review  and  comment  pursuant  to  regulations 
of  the  President's  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  for 
implementing  NEPA  (40  CFR  Parts  1500-1508) .  Also 
enclosed  is  the  proposed  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers.  These  documents  are  currently  under  review  by 
the  heads  of  Federal  agencies  and  the  Governor  of  the 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts.  Upon  receipt  of  their 
comments,  the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  will  be 
finalized  and  submitted  to  the  "Secretary  of  the  Army 
for  transmittal  to  Congress. 

Any  comments  you  may  have  on  the  FEIS  should  be 
directed  to  the  Washington  Level  Review  Center,  ATTN: 
CEWRC-WLR-I,  Kingman  Building,  Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia 
22060-5576.  The  official  closing  date  for  the  receipt 
of  comments  is  30  days  from  the  date  on  which  the 
notice  of  availability  of  the  FEIS  appears  in  the 
Federal  Register.  This  closing  date  may  be  somewhat 
later  than  30  days  from  the  date  of  this  letter. 


Enclosures 

1 .  Saugus  River  Report  and 
FEIS,  previously  provided. 

2.  Chief  of  Engineers' 
Proposed  Report,  attached. 
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♦PROPOSED  REPORT 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

OFFICE  OF  THE  CHIEF  OF  ENGINEERS 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.  iOSI  4-1000 


RBFUY  TO 
ATTENTION  OFi 


CECW-PM  (10-l-7a) 

SUBJECT:  Saugus  River  and  Tributaries,  Massachusetts 


THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE  ARMY 


1.  I  submit  for  transmission  to  Congress  ay  report  on  flood 
control  improvements  for  Saugus  River  and  tributaries,  Lynn, 
Malden,  Revere  and  Saugus,  Massachusetts.  It  is  accompanied  by 
the  report  of  the  division  engineer.  These  reports  are  in 
partial  response  to  a  resolution  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
of  the  United  States  Senate  adopted  on  September  12,  1969.  This 
resolution  requested  the  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and 
Harbors  to  review  the  report  on  the  Land  and  Water  Resources  of 
the  New  England-New  York  Region,  published  as  Senate  Document 
Number  14,  85th  Congress,  with  a  view  to  determining  the 
feasibility  of  providing  water  resource  improvements  for  flood 
control,  navigation,  and  related  purposes  in  Southeastern  New 
England  to  enhance  the  economic  growth  and  quality  of  the 
environment. 

2.  The  division  engineer  considered  three  basic  plans  or  options 
using  various  combinations  of  structural  and  non-structural 
management  measures  to  prevent  flood  damage  in  the  Saugus  River 
study  area.  These  included  a  local  protection  plan,  a  non- 
structural  plan,  and  the  recommended  regional  floodgate  plan. 

3.  The  division  engineer's  recommended  plan  provides  for  a 
floodgate  structure,  1,290  feet  long,  which  would  span  the  mouth 
of  the  Saugus  River;  acquisition  in  fee  or  permanent  easement  of 
1,650  acres  of  estuary  storage  area;  a  tide  gate  on  Sales  Creek 


♦This  report  contains  the  proposed  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers.  The  recommendations  are  subject  to  change  to 
reflect  review  by  the  Washington  Level  Review  Center,  findings  of 
the  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors,  and  comments  from 
Federal  agencies  and  the  State. 
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SUBJECT:  Saugus  River  and  Tributaries,  Massachusetts 

providing  a  100-year  level  of  protection  to  homes  in  the  Garfield 
school  area;  a  dike  3,420  feet  long  constructed  behind  the  Revere 
Beach  seawall;  protection  of  an  existing  20-acre  ponding  area  and 
construction  of  a  500-foot  concrete  wall  behind  homes  along  the 
north  end  of  Revere  Beach;  4,290  feet  of  improvements  to 
structures  along  the  Point  of  Pines  shorefront;  8,900  feet  of 
dikes  and  walls  along  Lynn  Harbor;  and  creation  of  2.0  acres  of 
intertidal  clam  flat  and  1.0  acre  of  subtidal  habitat  for 
mitigation  purposes.  Non-structural  features  of  the  recommended 
plan  include  maintaining  existing  project-dependent,  non- 
Federally  constructed  seawalls  and  associated  protective  work 
along  the  shorefront  in  Revere,  Lynn,  and  Saugus,  and  development 
of  a  comprehensive  flood  preparedness  plan  by  the  local  sponsor. 
The  recommended  plan  is  the  national  economic  development  (NED) 
plan  and  provides  protection  to  nearly  the  entire  study  area  from 
tidal  surges  associated  with  the  standard  project  northeaster 
(SPN) . 

4.  Based  on  October  1989  prices,  the  reporting  officer  estimates 
the  cost  of  the  plan  to  be  $88,500,000,  of  which  $57,300,000 
would  be  Federal  cost  and  $31,200,000  non-Federal  cost.  Average 
annual  charges,  reflecting  a  100-year  period  of  economic  analysis 
and  an  8  7/8  percent  interest  rate,  are  $8,990,000  including  an 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  cost  estimated  at 
$230,000.  Average  annual  benefits  are  estimated  at  $11,390,000, 
and  the  benefit-cost  ratio  is  1.3. 

5.  I  concur  in  the  findings,  conclusions,  and  recommendation  of 
the  division  engineer. 

6.  The  recommendations  contained  herein  reflect  the  policies 
governing  formulation  of  individual  projects  and  the  information 
available  at  this  time.  They  do  not  necessarily  reflect  program 
and  budgeting  priorities  inherent  in  the  local  program  and  state 
programs  or  the  formulation  of  a  national  civil  works  construc¬ 
tion  program.  Consequently,  I  acknowledge  that  the  recommen¬ 
dations  may  be  modified  before  they  are  transmitted  to  Congress 
as  proposals  for  authorization  and  implementation  funding. 
However,  prior  to  transmittal  to  Congress,  the  local  sponsor,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  interested  Federal  agencies,  and 
other  parties  will  be  advised  of  any  significant  modifications 
and  will  be  afforded  an  opportunity  to  comment  further. 


H.  J.  HATCH 

Lieutenant  General,  USA 
Chief  of  Engineers 
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SAUGUS  RIVER  REPORT 
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WALTHAM,  Mass.  —  A  final  report,  culminating  a  four-year  study  of 
coastal  flooding  problems  along  the  Saugus  and  Pines  rivers  in  Lynn, 
Malden,  Revere  and  Saugus,  has  been  issued  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers.  The  $2.5  mil  lien  investigation  examined  a  number  of  structural 
and  nonstructural  solutions  for  the  4,000-acre  study  area  and  recommends 
implementation  of  a  regional  floodgate  plan.  The  Saugus  River  and 
Tributaries  Flood  Damage  Reduction  final  report  addresses  comments  made 
during  a  public  review  held  several  months  ago. 

'•The  recommended  plan  would  provide  coastal  flood  protection  to  5,000 
residential,  coimercial  and  industrial  buildings,  reduce  damages  to  major 
utilities  and  reduce  disruption  of  regional  public  transportation  in  the 
feur  community  area  and  Boston's  north  shore,"  according  to  Colonel  Daniel 
M.  Wilson,  head  of  the  Army  Engineers  in  New  England.  "The  plan  also 
incorporates  parkland  for  public  recreation  and,  through  a  real  estate 
interest  of  1,650  acres  of  estuary  wetlands,  protects  natural  flood  water 
storage  areas  associated  with  the  Saugus  and  Pines  rivers,  which  would 
help  preserve  the  area's  valuable  ervironmental  resources." 

Implementation  of  the  Engineers'  recommendation  would  cost  an 
estimated  $88.5  million,  with  the  federal  government  paying  $57.3  million 
(64.7%)  of  the  total  cost.  The  remaining  $31.2  million  'would  be  funded  by 
non  federal  interests,  including  $9.2  million  in  real  estate  and 
alterations  to  existing  utilities  and  $22  million  in  cash  over  the 
construction  period  planned  to  start  in  1994, 
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Ihe  principal  element  of  the  plan  is  the  construction  of  a 
1,290-foot-wide  tidal  floodgate  structure  at  the  south  of  the  Saugus  River 
to  prevent  tidal  surges  fran  entering  vbe  river  and  causing  flooding  in 
the  four  ocnnunities.  Hiis  structure  would  incorporate  600  feet  of  gated 
openings  to  assure  safe  passage  for  navigation  and  natural  flushing  of  the 
estuary.  In  addition,  a  combination  of  dikes,  walls,  stone  revetments, 
beaches  and  sand  dunes  along  the  Iym  shorefront  and  at  Point  of  Pines  in 
Revere  are  recommended.  A  raised  embankment  behind  part  of  Revere  Beach 
would  also  serve  as  a  flood  control  dike  and  provide  park  area  for  public 
recreation. 

The  Engineers  are  soliciting  public  comments  on  the  final  reccmrnended 
plan  until  February  9,  1990,  with  a  review  period  starting  January  10. 
Copies  of  the  report  are  available  for  review  at  the  public  libraries  and 
town/city  halls  in  each  of  the  ccmaunities  or  at  the  Army  Engineers 
Waltham,  Mass.,  headquarters.  In  addition  to  the  Engineers  30-day  public 
comment  period  is  one  for  the  state's  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy 
Act  (MEPA)  review.  Comments  should  be  forwarded  to  the  Director, 
Washington  Level  Review  Center,  Casey  Building,  Fort  Bel  voir,  Virginia 
22060  (Pjeference  CWIS  No.  14021) ,  with  a  copy  to  Mr.  David  Shepardson 
(Reference  B0EA  6497)  at  the  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs, 
MEPA  Unit,  100  Cambridge  Street,  Boston,  MA  02202. 

The  study  evaluations  and  report  findings  are  being  reviewed  by  the 
Washirgtion  level  Review  Center,  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and 
Harbors,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army 
for  Civil  Works.  If  approved  at  those  levels,  the  project  would  be 
forwarded  to  the  Congress  for  authorization  for  construction. 
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RIVERS  AND  HARBORS  BOARD  CONSIDERS 
FOUR  WATER  RESOURCES  REPORTS 

FORT  BELVOIR,  VIRGINIA.  The  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers 
and  Harbors  of  the  t’.S.  Array  Corps  of  Engineers  announced  today 
that  it  has  recommended  favorable  action  on  four  reports. 

A  summary  of  each  of  these  board  actions  (listed  by  State  in 
the  index  below)  is  attached. 
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Members  of  the  board  in  attendance: 

Maior  General  Richard  S.  Kem.  Chairman,  Deputy  Chief  of 
Engineers,  Washington,  DC; 

Major  General  Robert  M.  Bunker,  Division  Engineer,  South 
Atlantic,  Atlanta,  Georgia; 

Brigadier  General  (?)  John  F.  Sobke,  Division  Engineer,  South 
Pacific,  San  Francisco,  California; 

Brigadier  General  Arthur  E,  Williams,  Division  Engineer,  Lover 
Mississippi  Valley,  Vicksburg,  Mississippi; 

Brigadier  General  Gerald  C.  Brown,  Division  Engineer,  North 
Atlantic,  Nev  York,  New  York; 

Brigadier  General  Pat  M.  Stevens  IV.  Division  Engineer,  North 
Pacific,  Portland,  Oregon. 


D9, 


—flautras  River  and  Tributaries.  Massachusetts 

* 

Ths  Board  o f  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbor*  recommended 
approval  of  storm  damage  reduction  Improvements  within  the  Saugus 
River  estuary  area.  The  plan  proposed  by  the  New  England 
Division  Engineer,  identified  as  the  Regional  Floodgate  Plan,  is 
a  combination  of  structural  and  nonstructural  features,  Non- 
structural  features  include  fee  acquisition  of  the  estuary 
storage  area  (about  1,650  acres)  and  maintenance  of  existing 
seawall,  beaches,  and  tidegates.  Structural  improvements 
include:  (l)  a  tidal  floodgate  structure  at  the  mouth  of  the 
Saugus  River  with  a  navigation  gate  and  flushing  tainter  gates; 

(2)  a  tide  or  sluice  gate  on  sales  Creek;  (3)  a  park  dike  behind 
the  Revere  Beach  seawall;  (4)  protection  of  an  existing  ponding 
area  and  construction  of  a  concrete  wall  behind  homes  at  the 
north  end  of  Revere  Beach;  (5)  improvements  to  walls,  revetments, 
dunes,  and  beach  at  Point  of  Pines;  and  (6)  walls  and  dikes  along 
Lynn  Harbor.  Fish  and  wildlife  mitigation  features  in  the  plan 
include  creation  of  2.0  acres  of  intertidal  habitat  and  1.0  acre 
of  subtidal  habitat. 

The  first  cost  of  the  recommended  project  is  $88,500,000 
(based  on  October  1989  prices)  of  which  $31,800,000  would  be  non- 
Federal,  The  benefit-cost  ratio  is  1.3  to  l. 
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WALTHAM,  Mass.  —  A  plan  to  reduce  coastal  flood  damages  to  Revere, 
Lynn,  Saugus  and  Malden  has  been  approved  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors  in  Washington.  The 
$88.5  million  plan  must  also  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and 
be  authorized  and  funded  by  Congress  and  by  the  Commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts . 

"The  Board  has  approved  our  findings  and  reccnmendations  which  stemmed 
fran  a  study  of  ooastai  flooding  problems  along  the  storefronts  and  the 
Saugus  and  Pines  rivers  in  the  four  cannunities, "  according  to  Colonel 
Daniel  M.  Wilson,  *ead  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  in  New 
England.  ,Klhe  $2.5  million  investigation  examined  a  number  of  structural 
and  ncnstructural  solutions  for  the  4,000-acre  study  area  and  recarmencs 
iaplementaticn  of  a  Regional  Floodgate  Plan.  The  Metropolitan  District 
Cormissicn,  project  sponsor,  and  the  four  sponsoring  cannunities  have  been 
instrumental  in  its  formulation. " 

The  plan  will  provide  coastal  flood  protection  to  5,000  residential, 
commercial  and  industrial  buildings,  reduce  damages  to  major  utilities  and 
reduce  disruption  of  regional  public  transportation  in  the  four  ccmnunity 
area  and  Boston's  north  shore  bene  fitting  well  ever  300,000  people.  It 
also  incorporates  parkland  for  public  recreation.  Natural  flood  water 
storage  areas  associated  with  the  Saugus  and  Pines  rivers  would  be 
preserve!  through  a  real  estate  interest  of  1,650  acres  of  estuary 
wetlands.  Preservation  and  management  of  the  wetlands  will  benefit  the 
unique  recreational  and  natural  resources  of  this  saltwater  estuary,  the 
largest  rear  Boston. 
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The  principal  feature  of  the  plan  is  the  construction  of  a 
1 , 290-foot-lcng  tidal  floodgate  structure  at  the  mouth  of  the  Saugus  River 
which  will  prevent  tidal  surges  from  entering  the  river  and  causing 
flooding  in  the  four  cxuroonities.  This  structure  would  incorporate  600 
feet  of  gated  openings  to  assure  safe  passage  for  navigation  and  natural 
flushing  of  the  estuary.  A  ccobinaticn  of  dikes,  walls,  stone  revetments, 
beadies  and  sand  dunes  along  the  lym  shore  front  and  at  Point  of  Pines  in 
Revere  will  complete  the  project.  A  raised  embankment  behind  part  of 
Revere  Beach  would  also  serve  as  a  flood  control  dike  and  provide  park 
area  for  public  recreation. 

The  federal  government  would  pay  $57.3  million  (64.7%)  of  the  plan's 
estimated  $88.5  million  cost,  with  the  remaining  $31.2  million  funded  by 
nonfederal  interests. 
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